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ABSTRACT

During 1967 and 1968, TEMPO, a Research affiliate of
The General Electric Company, evaluated federal assistance to local
school districts to use for compensatory education authorized by 1965
Elementary Secondary Education Act Title I. The specific research
questions were straight-forward: (1) Has statistically significant
enhancement of pupil performance resulted to date from Title I
compensatory education programs? {2) What school, pupil and
environmental characteristics are associated with enhanced pupil
performance? The research design analyzed the extra gain, if any, in
reading achievement of pupils who received the extra Title I
services. The research tasks focused on the collection of achievement
test data given both before and after pupils were exposed to
compensatory programs and the analysis of the association among these
variables. A sample of 11 school districts yielded usable data for
35,000 pupils. A second study allowed further refinement and analysis
of the data from the sample schools to pursue answers to the same
research questions as in the first study. Even though adjustiments for
pcssible negative trends in achievement were made and considerably
more detailed cost data on compensatory education treatment were
obtained, the previous negative aunswers to the research questions
remained valid. (Author/JN)
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Durirz 1¢{7 and 12, TEVNPL, a researcr affiliate of the
General Electric Toovany, ccnductsd an svaluation of & major
fedzral eduzaticn azoistance progranm under zontract to the U.S.
Office of Zducat.cn. That prozran, arn innovative approac:.
whicrn rrovided Tsderal zrants te lccel schocl districis to use
for comperzator, =ducaticn, was Jirst Axtnquzed by Title I of
the Zlepmeontury a:d Seccrniary Zducaticn aAct of 1¢€5. After 18
montns of rrczrar experience, there vac a reed to eraluate the
effeciiveress of tniis agsistance zunreach ul*h the intert of
servins as an input to tre HIW polizy and e;:glat’"c revision
process. At the raxe time, the zovernuent-wide apol::;t*o“ of
the Flanning, Prograaming and zuGzeting System -(PPES) as

ressing for more analyticzal evaluations of the outputs pro-
duced ©: federal prozrsns in direlt rzlaticr. to the inputs of
these prosrams. Since this study purpesely represented a new
apprcach to relp the evaluation (dzcision-making) process, there
was 1o precedaent vo utilize for the research design.

The spoAific research oussticns adopted for investigation
were straignt-forward:

1. Has statistically sigiificant enhancement of pupil
perrormance resulied tu date [rom Titile I compeu-
[)

satory education programs:

il and env lﬂonmvnual characteristics
n enranced pupil performance (what

o

ir.g “eatures of successful compen-

2. What school, pupl
are asscociatea wi
are the distirgul
satory education

re]

The research design utilized the sxtra gain, if any, in
reading acnlievening (es measursi on standardized tests) of groups
of pupils who recaived the extra Title I services as the measure
of effectivensss of those Tltle I projects The research tasks
focused on the <n- s1t collecticn of existing achievement test
data given toth tefore and arter pupils were exposed to compen-
satozy programs and tne analrsis ©f the asseciation among these
varla bles. The trofect included extensive field work in a
sarple of 11 scheol disiricts te cbtain usabieo pre-ard-post test
data ;\r 33,000 pupils as well as extensive conversion of that
test data to izcilitate comparisen and aggregation across all
the pupils.

A nezative arswer s cttairad to the first guesticn--no
clear overall ernancensnt ¢f pupil test performance was cobserved

over what woull have otharwise teen expected. This was true even
thou,.n 123U educatlors were saying this i'e cdcral program was som2thin

i
=




greal und furdirg for it should be exzpanded. Even trnoush no
gain was observel, tne ceccend questicn was investigatei zince
it is possible sore subgroup or rarticular progran treatient
could neve beer relped sigrificar tly even f the overzll aver-
age was not. Of course, separatling cut suzh progrem ef’ccts,
which is difficult in any analjt_va’ study ., be\OAes a "J“h
riore frustrating r { i

trends. Thus, it n

applicatvion of se
ilstinzuishirg fe

fea
programs was identifl

Pl

7 ot ve surpr-cln; trat, even with the
1 analytical technigues, no pattern of
s of successrul cormpensatory education

A second study was later funded ty the Office of Vducation
to allow Turther relirernent ard analysis of the data from the
sample ccnools to pursue ansuelrs to the sane research :,vstlom
as in the first study. IEven thouzh adjustments for pos::ble
negative trends in acnievement were rade and consideratly more
detailzd cost data on cozpf“satory education treatment were
obtained, the previous negative answers to tne research gqu=s-

tions remainad valid.
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The assistance program being evaluated was establlshvd by
Title I of the “lementary and QGCO“qarJ fducation Act of 16065
(ESEA) and is commonly known as "Title I." That legislative
package (Public Law £0-10), accompanied by the hlghest aporoprla-
tions cest for °dU“aulOH in history for the nation's schools,
Q

was introduced at tre "right" time in terms of the climate for
passage ©of such a bill.

The post-war period had several characteristics which en-
courav°d10vwl 3.4 state =2ducaticnal agencies to think in terms
of Leceial suprnert for thel s:Aool svatems. rirst, tihere wac
an unprecasderted increase in students due 10 (l) the dramati
increase in trne oirith rate and (£) tle desire of many nore per—
sons to remzin in school through high s cbcol graduation. Second,
thare wac ap inoreacing darana for the schools to take on more
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at the forefront of urging ol
thourh this Association nad 2
aid since World War I, lts ich I
following Vworld war II. hese rea bl
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3 and efforts coupled

e in Washinzgicn resulted
i

ct (D ”)()

in federal 2id legislatlon in (1) voc
cal, jefense related areas,® (3) educ
(4) aid to the educationally aisadvarn

onal educaticn,7 (2) criti-
icnal research.c. and 10

<+<'

TS

2d and har.dicevoved child.

ed at a politically feasivle tima--shortly
on care 1o office and developed nis War on
his context that the ESEZEA was signed into

just 3¢ days after it was introduced in

hort perlod is highly unusual for such

ESKA was Prode
after Presicent Jchn
Poverty. It was 1
law on April 11, 1
tne Corgress. ;ha
ma jor legislation.

’_)\o

Title I was by far the largest fir ancial segment cof the
ESEA. The funds appropriated for this title have “varied from

~

G50 million dollars in Fiscal Year 1¢€0 to almost 2 billion

during Fiscal Years 1072 and 1673. Title I had (ard still has)
as its purpose the prov;s ion of federal financial support to
Local Education Agencies (LZA) arazlrg their students from con-

».‘

centrations of low-income fanilies. e Act assumed trat a high
correlation exists tetween Dduvational ueprzvauion and lowi-
income. In connection with ZSEA, Title I, Congress made this
declaration of policy:

in recognition of the special edvcatioral needs of
children of lcw-incceme Tamilies ana the impact that
concentraticns of low-income rfanilies have on the
ability of local education agzencies to support
adequate educationzl programs. the Congress herody
i ... ©
-5




Gn)o

. Children aged 5 ¢ =
. N P ~
annual ir.come below $2,C00, according to the
1GED cernsus, an

rouvp from families
e 32 N30 who receis
dent

. Children in the came a
with an anrual ingon
Aiaq to Fanmilies witi

'O
I

o0
o

The +cial ¢f thnce children in the ¢ligl
plied by crne-ralf o the 3tate vir pue e
allocatiorz. 1Ir.e state educatic: agency a
grar. and sutallocates funds to rrcjectes dr
local oducztion agencies. aAlthcugh prejec
for approval from the local district to tn
reality few vrcposals are rejectsd. In in
Title I, more than one-third ol the total
ucilized for reading projects Among the
funded were tnose in such areas 2s librar:
ing, and instructional programs suln as na

Gacn local district is guvposed to gra
only in areas with high concentrations o rrom
income families and in those arezs, func rxad
the special educaticnal necds ol the edu u2ori
the beginning years of E3ZA. ruch co“fusﬂon resulted 7ro
to pinpoimwt eligible reciplents of this aid.

The basic purposa 2 coxpensator. .ducation o
Title I, LSZ:. Or ciner rrosrarst o ung 1o rlose the ap"
educational acniesverment oI ceritair stuacnt Jroups, a per
gap wiicn gets wider as vime proresses ir conditions
change. Tne education gap bel.zen pupils attending sch
eligivle for Title 1 assistonce wd ron-Title I schocls

p\
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declares it tre p 34 united States

to provide Tirancial & e czael educaiicnzl
agenciec sersing arsas o ne ations of child-
ren {rom lou-income Zani C nd and improve
their educationzl prorra Ve 5 reans unizh
corntritute pazrticularly ti re cducaticral
needs ¢f educaticrally d dren, 1l

rroust 17 in Tamilies witn an

re
Children (ATDC).
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ESEA was eracted soO quickly that rany LIAs were caught
totzll, off guard. ost c¢f ihe lnitiel I3 Title I rrograms
did rot recult Srom an analysis cf the rzeds or accuraie, objec-
tlv dofiriticrn of the educatiorzlily dsprived at the LIA level.
ESEA Titlc I nmonies were rcoceivid by sll siates and three-fourths
of the LEAs. The poverty irdicziors were specified in the Act
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gigrniticant and critizal. icel 2istri-
Lbut.cr of .=2Cct zoores fCor rtizular
student z#£111) in a certairn couzds 2 ? Zco trpically
stands w211 tc tre 1laFt ¢f trn< corrscsposnding distrituticn teazen
frem the ov=r2ll rationzl viziure, as indicated oy Ficgurs 1.
Tre arount of difference var.e3, <f ccurse, but, in gensral,
fourtn grazde pupils in Title I schoels lag apout Cre year
benhind raticrnzl acrhieverent levels. A longer-term corscsiuence
of this problem is illustrated by Figure 2. The rorm-acrleving
pupil aznizves at the rate ¢f 1.0 grade units of academlc Lro-
grzss for eacr schcool year., Toe typical Gdisadvartaged Tuvnil
progresse: at a rate ecual to only £5-7% percent of the rorm.
Trus, after 12 years, a disadvantaged pupil can Te as muth  as
fcur years benind, if ne is siill ir school. Cne of the zoals
of corpensatory educatlion (JIZ) is to imrrove the zchlevamaont
ratz of these dizadvantaged pupils and thnus lesgen tre z2Dd
betweern tr.em and the nationzl acrm. As noted below, thre nature
of these educational needs underlying compensatory educaiion
had signiiicant effects on the evaluation desigr end process

of tnis study.

Publicition of the Cols:ian report, Zguality of Zducetional
Copportunity, 3 ras 1led to tuo commer misconcept.orni amc:ri cGu-
cators arnd tre gereral publi: regardirz the relaticnship of the
report to Title I ESZTA, The first of inese is the acsumntion
that the generally negative rssults of trhe Coleman Report is
proof that compensatory educciion cannct be axpccled to work
and the second is that ZISEA ltgislaticn actually was the out-
come of the Coleman study. :ote that these are divergent view-
points. To dispell misconcertions abouv the seco“u LtvM, it
is only necessary to note that the PL %¢,-10 ESEA 2ill wes
introduced irto the U.S. Congress in Ja“uary lcp/ and was vassed
or; Aoril 11, 1¢65. 'he Colerzn Revort was a study dene in

regponse O tne Civil Rights rct of lgﬂfl* and was not publisned
until July 1GE6.

On the Tirst point, alirough the Coleman Report did indi-
cate that, using existing educational practices, ihere was little
evidence to indiczate trhat additional svending is an important
factor ir improved school achievement, it did not evaluate situa-
tions in which Title I money -as being utilized.

The Colerman study alsc rointed out a reality of educational
evaluation brouzhi home by g present study--the difficulty of
measurerment. In coprmenting the lucs of inforrmaticr in LIAS
on which to evaluate or zay; cedc. the Coleman Repert indicated
that "one of the real rnandicairs to an effectlve assessment o1
equalif; of education fecr 'ldren of minority groups (or any
children) 1s the fact that cormrunitics have given systematic
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Figure 1.

education gap found
Title 1 fourth-grade
and the naticnal noxrm.
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disadvantaged pupils.
120
10—
PROGRESS OF TYPICAL
PROGRESS OF EDJ,CATIO.‘\‘ALLY DIs.
AVERAGE PUPIL ADVANTAGED PUPIL
8}
GRADE
EQUIVALENT 61—
SCORE
4 el
. DR B .
2} -
A -
ol | | | | ] !
0 2 4 6 8 10 12

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

YEARS IN SCHOOL




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e . 4 Ve . ]
tecting and

fewer nave esaluated the acadenic verforrz.ne and
and attiiudss of these crildren icward eduzztion. 12
POLACY ZACKGROULD

At the tire this study was i iated by DHIZW. severzl
important policzy qguestions were itasing srapc ine znalytical
examiration tr.lgc procject proviceld congidered c¢cne Luportant
contrivuticr to answering those poliuy questions ire overall
issue was: low tnat tnis innovati prozram nas taen oyerating
for over a year, what nave been itz =27{ecte con studernts, In
relation to the irputs.” Criticiss had already been voiced
(fror both inside and outside trz educatioral community) that
Title I was not achieving its cuicctives, was primar’ly serving
as gereral aid to local educatic: Zrom tre federal sccicr, and
was not reaching the intended target group.

Wnile tke regular procedures ol the states, the General
Accounting Office, and the Offices of Zducalleon were monitoring
how Title I ‘unds were allocated ard spent. the question of
effectiveness and impacts on stulents regquired special measure-
ment of achieverert and analysic ci inputs to outpuls Up to
that time the Office of mduvati“ﬂ rad not acddressed chis sort
or question and was not in a pcsition to ottaln or wi.zlyce ihal
type of student achievement and wrogram cost data ICURVEY,
increasing concern was beirg velced by legislators and other
policy groups about what they wers getting for thelr noney,
and how they could change the prczram or projects 1o increase

effectiveness.

There were three main ways that DHZIW and OB C”’la take
(or recommend) action in the pollicy area to nove events tovard
desired ends. 1In fact, these are sreas where the qmr\cwes are
obligated to periodically review and recomnend the nacessary
actions, and they were seeking relpful inputs to that process.

(1) Allocation of Future Funds. Title I funds could
be allocatea a..ierenily next year by CE to the
states and LZAs. Roth the overall level aud the

‘relative distributicn of funds could be modilied,

although the ISZA legiglation centained certain
allocation constraints which had to be followed.

r) joe

(2) Revision of ©itle 1 Guidelies. Since CI prepared
The deralied orccezaurce ana wunlisted guldelines
for implementaticn of Title I, needed modirications
could be made. These =uidelines govern the vro-
cedures by which LiAs apply ror Pitle I funds. how

16
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eligivbility I3 cdefin=d, wrat local activities zan
be csupported oty Titls I furdz, and what evzliz-
tion actiorz are rsyuired of LIAs.

(3) Recorxerdation of lzw Lerisletlon. Eased orn the
expericntz CI T Ilrst rcr two witn Title I,
DEZY could recorminid o caticns to ZSZL it
believred rezegsary; cr desiracls., Since -3ZIA
had bLeen a new apvrcacr, rmar; ICCREressmsn vere
particulaerly rscertive to essezzinz its earl:
impact and maxzirnz reeded charzss (several pacx-
ages of amendmerts vsre actuzall; enacted over
a several year perici).

The existence of these pclicy nezds coincided with the
emerging desire to try batter evaluatior zgproaches focusing on
the ez,e:ts or coutovuts vroduced by specilic federal prograins.
The TENEFO evalustion contract being described was one result of
the corbination of these forces.

The procurement prece
veual Request vor Pronnszal

used in recent years. It r
ment process by TzZMP0 arnd t

within HFY.

It is imrortant to un
and USCZ at the time this s
neither evaluation nor its
cess had been very freguant
attempt to improve decision
civilian departrents, inclu
by the apparent i

comes and cffe;tiveness was
of progran budgeting and
programs. Under the benner

ing System (PPZS), all fede
by executive order of Prés1
ia]

similar vrincirles
Defense T _parumant. ny
plarmrw or a.alysis gZrouds
this study were former menms
contractors.)

¥

-

ss for this study did not follow the
(R7P) nroneas that FIY hag cormonly

esulted a longer 27elop-

re cranzing irterests (and people)

!

Lrom

4 ~ A
cerm O

Q
,

(

derstand the situation within HEW
tudy was initiated. Historically,

use in the resource allocation pro-
or intense. During 1¢€5 2&, a fresh
was occurring in several

] The stimulus was provided

ture ard quantitative

had P74

dl‘”

aﬂhwn ess in the Departm=.ut of
r7y 18 Zvaluation of program out-
4 ma rnerstone of the rrocess
stemat location of rescurces across
cf ing, Programmins and Budget-
ral ment agencies wers instructed
agert Jch n in August l\*ﬂ to adopt
2dures heen developed in the
cf The rs and key starf of the
within .4 USOE at the time of

2fense Department or its

D
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Durinz thrat
tives. Severzl Z
vere irterssto o i
the civiliar zgcoen
out such reszzren
activity would ai
objectives .25 to
worrx in defe:.3¢ 3

e R
USCE and T
. o R
BEow solicited i=¢
via or arrourcenre
e i o= ~ -
25, 1iL3) to carr
(1) Provide
relatin

ars

grars,

—~
1V
S
g

]

"S

'.Jo

'j ct

altern
their s
(in ter

criteria

(3) Provide
informe

progsram

As thzss po
work oI pr
maker in or
impacts.

TEMPO submi
descripticn ol it
sionge ..erg period
next Tew monins W
studiss resulted
of 1¢F7. with the
mitted an unsolic
and Prelimirary C
ary Zhucaticn (¥
complotely Dy othe
prirarily vasced ¢
decigsion-magors i
the {ield of loca

zare ci, TZVPO rad similer ~blec-
2y Lz a1 werzed with DOD el 4iso
noEpD; cave appreacres to nrotliems of
ciez. s *r. the business c¢i carryirg

ar.d D wudiec and additionsi centract
d in itz owin. Cne of its orzgenizaiionzl

diversify frorm its past dspendence iv contract
trotezic plaraing and milivary
YPO's irterast cclncided in Dec £2 when
ters of irterezi from R % D org ng

- " =~

nt ir. the Cormerce Taily Zulle cember
y out the follo:ing acticons:

a framework for sgystematically ordering,
gz ana infsgrating educational goals, pro-
and progran elemsnts.
systera tic identifizetion and analysis of
tive educa iorel goals and programs. and
hort and long tezrrm rescuirevents and elfects
ms Of "osb bere”.t factors and ecorcnic

aporovriate to policy decision).

a basis ror systematically ident:iiying
tien reguirere.is for educaticnal planring,
ming, ard evaluation activities (of USCI).

-t
.

co ntinuing evaluations of progress
g approved gcals.

row, the request was structured in the iframe-
udgeting and providing help to the polic
priorities, allccating resources. and evaluating

tted an expression of interest and a brief

s capadilities at that tims. Informal discus-
ically neld with HEIW-USCE -officials cver the

henever the opvortunity presented itself. Mo

from this activity in the short ru.. In March
encoura-smant of YUTW-USQJE stafr, TZIMNFD sub-
ited propcsal to USOL to conduct i Survey
cst-Toresit Analvsis in Dlemenvary ard Second-

LURO 0. T-07HOT).  The proeposzl was prepared
cenior sitafi of TIMPQO's Vashington crrlte,

n their cxperience in assisting poverrnment

n program budseting, ratner than experience 1in

1 education. 1nc unsclicited preposal cutline
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study objectives and project activities but the develocuprent ¢
most of trne analytical aporczch and reccarch design szs ceferred
until thre actual study. It was cereidered an exXplorato TJ study,
i.e., a test of what a systematic analysis of this tyre would
produce vhen applicd to the field cof cducs” ' - Even so, 1
was assumed that the results of this stu S¢ o« helr wiin
major furding and program decisicns that nwa to be rade in the
Fall and Winter of lCc7

ye- 7

In April, 1¢£€7, Contract HEW-CI-{T7-55 was awarded 1o
TEPO to perform this stud,. The project office for technical
guidance and monitoring was specifl s the Frogram Lnslysis
tl

[¢0]
je8
[$V]

Group at the HIW le"al rather witnin USOE itself.l7 &
letter to tre chief ¢ the EIV Prccurerent Section on foril

20, 1¢£7, to wustlLy the awvard of the ressarch zrant to TZHPO
stated that '”DOA had decided to trensfer funds to the Uilice
of the Secretary, DEZW" for the oropcsed project. The cont =2ct
was for approximately $175,020 (on a cost-plus-fixed-fee basis).
The second contract that follcwed in 1C€3 was for approximately
$100,000.

WORKIIIG RELATIOISHIPS .

Working relaticonships beotueen the contracteor and (e Client
were fairly effective. The main contact vas with the HIW Pro-
gram Analysis Office where the contract was issued zand where the
contract technical monitor was leocated The monitor malntalned
relatively close monitoring and coordination of the wWora ©ro-

gress. TENPO sougnt to malnt this involvement throuincut
the study., partly becsuse of tho evolutionary nature oI the
research tasx. For exznple, during almcst all field visits to
school districts for data cv*lect-“n, TZ..PO sought and obtained
joint participation from either HEY or CZ personnel. In most
cases this was extremely teneficial since the otherwise limited
opportunities for travel to the field mad~ it difficult Tor HEW
and OE staffs to have a gcod understandi; of the Title I acti-
vities being carried out at tre loczal ievel. The location of
all TEMPO project staff in ”asnlhgtv“. D. C,, made it much easler
to meet often with various monitoring staff members and tC Xeep
them involved in both the development of the technical -pproach
and the data collection problems.

Althouzgh the prwwary rerson responsible for WOW’tO”]P- this
contract in EZV chanzgsd during the 1lile of the complete Dlowebt
no difficulties resulted from this acticn, When the d'
the Program Analysis Group at HEW left to Lecome presiden
the newly fcrred Urban Insitute, his deputy took over hi
and also continued to maintain tecnnical coordination wi

"..J/
D
J
O
i}
(@]
[N

s position
tn this
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centracetl. At a later point zactrer zarior staff menber cesumed
major rorpensibility for menizoring lrne firzl phases of the
initial contract and continued throustr the extensive ircesti-
gation of rive districts during the sccond contract.

The Title I Program Offize witnin OX had involverznt in
the field staigge with the project sirce its staff members parti-
cipated i the ﬁo‘qt fiz21c¢ data collzction teams. The central
research ard evaluation groun at the Crfice of Educaticn level
was esse:nt? anJ uﬂwn rolved also altrcugn it 1s assumed trey
Kept inforrea oI the research progress at the sare time trey
were pursulig thelr own recearch objectives. Then the project
was comiloted, triefing on the results vwere given tc¢ repre-
se“uatl\e: 0f trese and other observed on the part of tre staff
of tre OL Frogram Office admiristeri»~ Title I. This zroup
establicned guidelires and monitorea .ce Title I progrz.s at
the state and lccal levels, and did not appear to feel trreatened
by this cutside evaluation of the program they were adrministering.

eration was needed was the
g examined. With few
out well and adeguate
ta collection process.
Y reasons:

The °ther major grcup whose ¢
officials of trhe school districts beil
excepticnzs, these relationships werke
cooperation was recelved during the d
This may have cczcurred for three nma/

(\

(1) advarce concern for this problem was evidenced by
TEMPO and Oz, including particular care with
advance preparations for field visits, e.g..
courtesy calls to superintendents and state educa-
tional agencies,

~~
nN
~—

almost all data collection was don on-site by
TEMNPO and OE stalf, thus minimizing the amount
cf extra work and confusion on the part of local
staff, and

¥

(3) this was one of the first federal evaluations of
ESEA (LZA administrators ray have felt different
later when several evaluations were underway).

;9

Relatlonships were nearly alvays very cordial between the on-site
team and thp LzA staff, once the personal, face-to-face sztage

was reachod. In some casas, tle local staff went considerably
out of tieir way to provide supplemental data requested by TEMPO
at a lator point of tire. lHosiiliztyr or lack of cooperation was
encountered in only two or tiree scioool dLSUrl"us of the original
sample., Tnese districts wsers dropped “ron the sample at an early
point since it was aprarent ihe necessary data would nct likely
be obtainable within the shcri time available, In many cases,

14
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midéle-level lcoczl stall were extre.ncely helpful and receptive
sirce they were cntrusizelic at the grozpect of havirg outzide
professiorals interested in their cata and theilr problenms.

Some difficulties iere encountired with the initiel allo-

cation of poth time and money for this ztudy. For one thing,
a very optimicticz schedule wes initlally established (*fa “1ra“

eport within six months). With ishe approval of EEW, tne final
re ort wes acttually submitted in XMarch of 1¢€5 (a total dura- ;
tion o7 11 mortrc). Tre mejor contributing factor was tre
considaerzavle ellcrt regulirsd bty trne joint teams in obtaining
the nroecessary zcrhieverment deta frow local districts. Also
contrivuting te the longer schecdule was the large amount of
datz preccessing necessary to convert the lﬂ":vwoual student
test scores to a cormon standard z:.8 to statistically analiyze
the larse amcuntc of data. Zven after the final report as
cormpleted fcr the criginal stucy. tr.ere were several acditional
questions and cdatz refirerents that were mutually consiad ered
worth investigating. A second phase study was designed anad
funded by 0Z to do further in-derth work with five districts

ol
of the original sample.

Due prirarily Lo the expaﬂ' ed schedule. the original fund-
ing level was extrenr:ly tight and tnis was a continuing constraint
on thre gseops of THMPI's activities, The second phase uac
completed within the funding levels and time established Tor it.

In interpretiing the suificiency of both time and money for this
study, it should be remembered trhat tnere was considerable un-
certainty about the specific technical aporoach when the original
estimates were made. That, of course, is why it was thought of
as a research study and JFJ the funding level was established
under a2 cost reimbursement arrargemsnt. There was a considerable
amount of exploratory work involved and OE and TEMPO mutually
agreed to se‘eval revisions to the tecnnical approach during the
l*fe of the project. In retrospect, it is procvably not reason-
able tc expect trat the time and rmerey reguired could have been
accurately estimated prlor to the study since the analytical
approach had not teen used vefore on that scale and becauss the
staff involved (in both HEW and TENFO) were new to educational
evaluation.

UNIQUZ ASPZCTS O THE STUDY

There are several points about tnis ¢rvudy that are worth
special mentic:. To begin with. a group of unique characteristics
of the technical apprcach differentiate it from many otrner studies.
At the time this study was initiated, it was not common in the
field of c¢ducation to spacifically investizate effectiveress of
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districte to provids teost Zdzta o TEKPO bv studie .t rame
tran the statiztical supaary Ly grade o ich moat conool
dlst”l"ts rad available (scme citesd confide“tlal concelns for
oviding student rames). Up to that point in tins few
ny evaluation studies rad besn dine that required such
ge scale and comparative use ¢i test data. Studert alnieve-
rent tests were developed arnd norrally ussd only for irndividual
diagnost il purposes Or CCorparison ¢ group progress within the
same school or district.<

The ceccrd rajor group of goints to smphasize atvo.t the
TEMPO study ccncerns the logistics maragerent and worx Iorce.

. Trhe study was completely carrizd oul Ly staff members cf TzZPO,
211 locat=d in the Washingion office. There was no sSub- ;ontractlng
other crganizaticns., The stzii was compcsed of profeszicnals
in such aralytical arsas as econcrics, matieratice, staiistics,
and operations research, tut therc were nv professional zduca-
tors on the full time staff (five serior staff held Pr..D.s).
Two psycholegists were invelved full time during certain rrases
of the study. Experts in such areas as psychelogical testing
were used as consultants for short time periods. Durirg ihe
conduct of the study, this zemposition or the project steff was
concidered satisfactory vty botn TENPO and HEZY., In retrospect,
some additicnal involvement of specialists may have becn bene-
ficial, particularly during the ccrvercion and interpreTation
of achieverent test data. T ccurse, the cowposition of tne
project team &t TEVPO reflected Talirly directly the philosophy

of HEW in initiating this study.

The logistics and field wrerk nec:sq1t ted by the req
ment for fleld collection of large amounts of data had a g
effect on several tasks of the sfiav. Tre need to have 2°
tive LEAs that would ma.e the necessary data available had
effect on.the sample selecsticn process and eventually recuired
a reducticn in the desired sample size (and later th~ dropring
of three dictricts =whrich did rot rmaxe tre right *est data avail-
able in time). TEMPO alsc found that it could not depend on
school district budget and planning information tc determine the
exposure of students to compensatory ejucation. Field observa-
tion and study found that data concerning actual teazcner assign-
ments and.remedLal activities were nesded, particularly regarding
what Title I program activities were actually carried cut (i.e.,
it was not sufficient to deperd on the planned activitles as
described in the district's agplications for Title I funds.

= o

Even trongh the extensiie field data ccllection erfort
created the gifficulties descrived. it had saveral uenericlal
aspects. Undoubtedly, better gata resulted from the parsonal

on-site efforts of TEMPO staff. The speeific data neads could
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be dsseriped to LIA staf? vetter ard ¢usstions ancswered ¢n the
svet. The fece-to-face reletlcnsnip trus establisned alnost
alwzys produced better zcoperaticn and rappier scrool “istrict
steff. 1In nany cases, TZMED steff cid tre necessary clericzl
qorv. to extract reedad data 2t the district offices. (Tre
alterrati e would rave teen tc have LA staff fill out =z dsta
collection form and return it vy weil). In some cases, T1ZM20
sta®f collected or zstimated oriziral resource datz that would
not nave otrerwise beer available to tre district. In addition,
the on-the-spct chservations of cperating Title I activitles
irproved the interpretation of tihe rezulis of data analysis.
The perscral cn-sita ccllection of data also increased ths
response rate consideravly.

KEY FINDINGS

The key findings of the TZMPO study are sumrarized here.
In 2 descriptive sense, TEMPO's on-site examination and sub-
sequent analysis o- Title I activities Tound:

[

(1) a very wide variety

cerp:insatory education
activities being conaucte

G with Title I funds;’

IO meavrmearmandtaver Adavmndt 2 am At d cldlan anvAand HIN 3 T e
\L_} LR A RS A i 4 L O T o P O ML v Vid i y
over a large rumber cf studerils;

(3) considerable confus.ion and vagusness among scheel
officials on the objectives and allowed activities
of Title I; and

(4) considerable difficulties and dilution of Iimpact
due to bad timing. 2.Z., Title I funds vere re-
re :

< >
.ceived very late and future unding vas uncertain
(many school planning decisions were already mede
before Title I resources were defined or a‘allable)

The results of TEYPO's aralytical approach and data analysis
were as follous: .

cant enhancement in student
e first 1% years of
vre- and post-tests for
t. a slight decline

(1) No statistically signifi
achievenment was fourd over t!
Title I activitiocs Tased X
about 23,000 students (
wasg Cobssarved in oo pe

(2) Some separate favorable situstions were encountered
and available loncitudinal data in one sthool Jdis-
trict revealsd significart orhancement.

18
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(3) Serparate analysis of variarce celculatiorns ’
utilizirg sevseral characteristics of the LIA,
students, and Title I activities (includirg
per-pupil exvenditures) revezled no consistant
pattern of assocziaticrns that would explain the
lack of overall ennancement.
(4) Subsequent adjustment of perforrmance data for
past trends of trne schocls and added arzlysis
of applied Title I rescurces at the grade :
level during tre second contract did not modi-
by these findirgs appreciably.

In sumrary, TEMPO could dot shov any effectiveness (irpact)
on student achleverznt levels ¢m the first 1% years of Title
I programs, even though local iuuators seid tne additional
money was useiul ard lar; r amcunts were needed.

G. IMPACT OF THZ STUDY

It is difficult to assess the specific impacts TEMPO's
lack of positive results about Title I programs had on federal
policy makers. Socme people were already critical of Title I

el e N’\M(\y\ﬁ-‘.l ar vmAamadt S oA £IvA I RE o 4
[ORO0 S S O iv;w....d O O A S A R ST NI RROFERY

the results. They basically had faith that
all the extra ort and roney cf Title I had to belp the stu-
dents in scme wva While TZMPO's completed study added fuel
to existing disagreements on the value of federal education
assistance initiated by Title 1, it clearly did not settle the
issue.

AnA y‘nﬁﬂ-\"vv n
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educatcrs doub
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Possibly, Title I was effective and the study just didn't
pick that up--TZLPO readily admitted this possibility existed.
There were several very good reasons why the lack of strong
positive achievement gairs could be retionalized or explained
avay by someone inclined to ccntinue supperting compensatory
education. To name a few: A

(1) The sample utilized by TEMPC could be construed
as non-representative because of the needs for
school district cooperation and extensive data
collection.

(2) Title I represented a very new program and concept;
it was too soon to exyect any significant student
achievement gains to show up.
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(3) Standardized aczhievsmaat ta may not te adsgusats
measures ©f stulsrt prozress., parblcﬂlarly Icr tre
hignly disadvartazed students wnich were the target
of Title 1 prograns.

(4) The inatility to separately identify and reasure
progress ¢f indi-widuzl students receiving sizni-
ficant amounts oI ccomparnszticry educatvion relyo
(thus recuiring corsideration of that grads as a
whole), mzy have led to sasxing of achievemsnt
gains. ‘

Given the findings ¢of TZUPFO's study, what impact ¢n the
policy-rmaker should trhe evelustor supect? Surely it's not
reasonable to expect him to corvletsly drcp a2 new federal assist-
ance concept that 1s Jjust getiing ¢72 tre zround. IlLeither the
quant:taulve 1or cualitati e evidesnce of this exploratory study
wvas strong enough or clear-cut 2ncuzn to Justily that act- on or
to overcore tn: strongz suppcrt Ircom the educational cormunity
to sustain widsspread fina:cial aid to Title 1.

But what the re~ati'e resulis of tre study should huave
done was to raise caution and scund warnings that mayce this
nevi program was not fullillinzs its major objective of improving
the educatioral progress rate of dicauvantaged ctudentc atewe
establizhed levels. <Certainrly these resvlts shovld have precipi-
tated the further testing of the hyvotncses implied oty the TEZMPO
study. Remenver, at the time the TZMPO study was C”F“lcueﬂ. ite
lack of affirmative support of the effeciliveness of conmpensatory
education was counter to the prevallirg ovinion in the educational
community. Therefore, it is nct reascnable to insist (or 1o
expevt) a gevernment 001135 maker to suddenly desert the concepts
and procedures of Title T, especially when no alternative federal
assistance 1or itne disadvantaged was are;laﬂle (unless the recom-
mendaticn of some volicy-maxkers was alcerted that Title I ve
used as a Vehicle for the federal goverurmaent to provide general
educational aid to lczal schceol 3 stricte). However, it is
reasonable to expect federal policy-maxers to refine federal
guidelines and procedurcs for Title I (within the framesork of
ex1stlng legislation/obdectivas) in an attempt to increase the
prograin's effectiveness.

Several of these exvected results did occur. There was no
tendency to curtail Title I funding in tre aftermath of itne nega-
tive results ¢ the iritial stuay. COF ourse tne second fuil
year of Title I activities wvas already widerway by the time
TErPO's final revort was Jublished. Zven ror the second year
(and even more 30 for the third year ol Title I), the application
procedures and Tzderal guldellires for Title I were rezlﬁﬁd in
several ways. Zfforts w vidertaren to get funding out earlier




and to previde ad.arnce indlcation ¢f antivipated funcing. At
one poirt durins later yesrs of Tizle 1, a lwo-year furalng
autrorization was chtainzd from Congress (an unusval octcurrence
i itself). In light of observaticns crn tre low concertraiion
of rescurcss par purbil (pboth from tre TINPO study and otner
observationz), efforts were razds tc srcare the concentration OF
available Title 7 resources on a swmallzsr numter of diszdvantazed
students. For ewxarple, California reszeonized tre iluportance of
concentration of expenditures in 1¢£7-£2.21 It's aanual report
indizated "trhe evaluative results sugzzest for optirum sffsctive-
ness tne erazez student expenditure ust ve--$300 over and
above the regular school program.' Tnis recommendztiiorn became
part of the Title I rezulations for California in 1¢CG-7C,
trerefore, requiring fyrtiher concentration of Title 1 mcnies

for the dlaadraﬂba ed.<¢ HIZW also tizntered and eniorced
rezulations so as to ensure that Titls I resources went cnly to
qualified schicols and that compensatory education resources were
not used zc a substitute for reguler expenditures by the school

district.

Subseguent to the TEMPO study, tre U. S. Office of Educa-
tion also roved to collect more evidence and carry out more

eveluatiion cn tne effectiveness cf corpensatory education, Large
scale evaluatiors utilizing reading achievement test stores were
conducted Tor the 1067-ca and 100Ao00 goreol yvears. They used
data collectad from a zge rail survey of & randor serple of
schools from tne “o'ly initiatec gel"ovr joint federal-state
educatioral information systew. The 1¢&7-(8 evaluation efforte3

was based on the saloc**ﬁr of a natiorally representative sample
of pupils in grades 2, L, and 5. However. the report indicaved
that scorcs on non- parallel pre-progran ard vost-program tests
were reported for only 25,103 ruril and phalyzaoTe scores Onh
parallel pre- and post-tests were r rted for 11.4¢0 pupils,
aporoximately ¢ percent of the retu d ovupil ouest; nnaires.
Despite the sp arseness and non-rcgresen

S ~tativeness of the achieve-
ment data, some conclusions regarding the compensatory reading
programs uwere given:<

S
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(1) Scheoeols selected those pupils with low scores on
reading to varticipate in compensatory reaaing
programs.

(2) ¥here data collecticn allowed comparisons between
students who part;bwoated in specific Title I
programs with trose who did not participate, the
conclusions were:

a. For both groups, their progress in rezding
ckills was similar to th<ir vast progress.
Therefore, the Title I students never

<1
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progreszed fast enough to catch up to their
non-Title 1 classmates.
Reading achievemen'. for both Title I program
students and for non-participating students
grev steadily worse at each succeeding grade
level sarpled.

Many tines the results of educational evaluation nmay not
cause a change in policy immediately - as the researcher could
find desirable. Eowever, nany recommendations of the TEIFO
study have keen considered and urged for adoption during the
subscquent years. For example, higher spending per pupil with

, its accompanying concentration on those most in need has much-
/ support. The January 1774 Presidential message on education
kas strongly urged advanccd funding to enable better local
planning and staffing of assictance projects. At the same
time, there have been fev recomngndations fox cooperation
from the thres groups which should be working cooperatively
to help the economically and educationally disadvantaged child.
The health, welfare and educational policy-makers, administra-

tors and vorkers should be cooperatively building on each other's

efforts to look at the total problem.
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This study was undertakern in Avril of 1¢(7 as one of the
rajor naticral means of evaluvating ccerpernsator; aducaflion pro-
ject grants awarded under Title I ¢f tre Slementary &+ Svcondary
Education Act of 14€2. The two rmaejcr cblectives of this study
vere:

1. to determire whet'=r statistically significant

enrancement of pu. _1 perfcrmance had occurred
within the Title I scheels after the implementa-
tion of Title I prograxs, and

2. to dete*m:“ what characteristics of the pupils,
the schools, and the compensatory programs vWere
associated with changes in pupil performance.

Both TEMPO and HEY felt that the answers to these guesiions
would be useful in determining ard explzining the success Or
lack of success of these new programs and would influence the
future design of compensatory education projects. Such inrorma-
tion 21so woculd be needed for policy guidance for both HEY and
the Congress.

Title I funds were spread over many cities, schools and
pupils. There were appreximately © m;il on students participat-
ing in these o~owebts during FY lC It was impossible to
qtudy this entire 9o ulation. Tre varLed nature and srort dura-
tion oF the Title 1 proje:ts at the tine of the evaluation 2lso
meant that infornation available at the state and federal levels
was limited. This led to the need for on-site field evaluation
and data collecticon in a sam ola of Title I schools. Factors

considered in the selection of the sample school districts were:!

1. geographical and size dispersion

2. urban versus ndnurban

3. data availability

4. cocperation of sohecl personnel, and

5. expectations of successful programs.25
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ine laszt itewr. "exvectatiovrz ¢f suzztossiul prosrtLs ias
included sircs it was anticlpatad trnat zrrer only wre ezr OF
Title I exposure there mignt be zcze difficuliy In fitting
measuraple evidence of puril prozrsss.  Trerelore, L. person-
nel helped selert sample scrool dlstricts considered st likely
to show signs of progress., Initially fourteen schocl digtricts
throusrowt tre country wer: consizered ac cfample caruldates and
visited. Of these, tnree did not rave sufficient danra for
analysis, and trus the firal sarmple was reduced to 11 cchocl
districts.

Vithin each “h"ﬁl district, 2 subsazmple of Title I schools
was chosen with the assistance of local aduinistrestcrs. This
local subsarple included varying values for each of tre follou-
ing craracteristics:

1. Pupil attributes

a. educational deprivatvion
b. economic deprivation
c. mobility
[l [N . | ~d o an 2 o~
- Pelivuwd QGLUULlLl LUUMLT D
a. enrollment
b. racial student mix
c. attendance rates
3. Compensatory Educatic: progranm attrivutes
a. magnitude of prior compensatory educaticn programs

b. intensity of current compensatory education pro ramseC
3

The final sample included 132 scheols-containirg 113,000
pupils from unich pre- and pest-teot scores of 34,000 pupils were
obtained and analyzed. :

Joint TEMPO and HE4 field tecams conducted on-zite searches
within school districts for the necessar), data to zonduct aralyses.
The desired data ra2lated to vup.l nericrravce, schoeot . ard puovll
characteristics. and those describ ng capenditures Jovr Title &
prograns. Reading performance wes chosen as the primary indicator
of pupil achievement because it is a skill in which ire disadvan-
taged are most noticeably deficicnt and tocause it was Andal that

<4
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rany ccnool districts had imp plenent
r

form of readinz
improvement prcgram as a part ol tr. €

1 efforts.

Attendonce arni dropcut rates were included to test the
hypcthesis trat special compensatiry orojects might ir.crezse
atteriarcs a~d reduze dropout rztss and, r.erce, contrlihute to
perforrance galno. Sanecol and pupil craracteristics tere
thouzht to have pcoctential Irportance .ith respect to rupil
acrievemant cranses and, likewize, 1T was natural to locx for
relaticnsnins ovetween pupll perlorrarnte and Title I exper.dituvres
per pupil.

Two methods were usM to evaluate achiesvement errancement:
the "longitudiral,” or "individuel," method and the "fixed-
grade" metnod. =Zoin of these fotused n act.zl changes Trom a
pre-tost and post-test situation. L third method of ar.azlysgls
utilized sorme standard statistical rethods to investizate the
existence and validity of relaticnships between observed changes
in acnievement and pupil, school, and program characteristics.

In the longitudinal methocd (see Figure 3} an individual
pupil's test score before exposure to Title I progrars is
compared with hi. score after expcsure to these CE activities.
This progress can then bde conwareé to normal rates cf increase
or tne acnisvemeni galns thal would Ll cxpoeted without gpecial

aires thav comparatls tests

be given to the same puoil in suc sive s
not been dene in most of the sanmp districts. Bur‘”cr ore, the
+est data for each year must be iden atifiable for individuzal
pupils, but in reslity much of 1t was available to TZ.PO only in
terms of the distribution of the class as a whole.

“
programs. However, this methed ve
C

]

In the fixed-grade apprecach (FPigure 3) a specific grade
and scnool is defined as a unit ard tne periormence oL tne pupils
in that unit is compared in two successive years. That is, the
different performance levels of, say, the fourth grade in a

certain sonool that had recelved compensatory educaticn are
compared witn the performance levels of the fourth grade in the
same school for the previous year -:hen no ceompensatory sduca-
tion was received. This was an impertant me +thod of evalua

for the first two years of Ti tl I, since tne previous year's
class cculd ssrve zs a control Cor comparison gredp. Although
some special""“d reredl al rog:a”s urder Title I cencentrated
on cnly a swmall part cr 2 part*cxl:r class. thereby ruling out
the fix:d-g"'J° ty“e of °“'¢\sis, many other Title I programs
such as teacher 2id sounsoleors. and lowered class
size affected all xenbera oz & pa:t cular class or an entire
school. Since most of the furding was spent on general programs

M
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Figure 3. Comparison of fized-
.evaluation appreacr

SCHOCL YCAR
196565 19v6-61
) LONGITUDINAL APPROACH
== COWPARES PLRFCAN ANCE

THIRD GRADE

OF SA%E Puzl in
SUCCESSIVE YEARS

,6

<——-—>/-
/l

FIXED GRADE AFPRPOACH CCYFARES
AEANS AND DECILES CF SUCCESSIVE -
GRADES

* FOURTH GRADE / -~ \‘
/i W\\ /|/ ‘;\\_

Source: Gordon. X. F.. Gorden. B., Frcela, R.3 Tvrgluation
of Title I ESEA Comvensatory Zducationg March 1671
7L EMP z3, ueneral —leciric L-.r¥0, ~esuington, D.C.,
p. O,

FOURTH GRADE

THIRD GRADE

of this latter type in the ©
it was decided to employ tne
districts in the sample.Z’

irst and secocnd years of Title I,
fixed-zrade methcd in all scheol

As described in Part I of this chapler, additicral deta
collection and analysis was conducted by 1EMP. under a £ollow-

on contract from HIW (this was called Phase II of the evaluation).
This additional vork was initiated after the results of Fhase

I analysis revealesd no significant enhancement of achievement
accompanied the first one and ore-half yesars of Title I activities,
assuming-the projects were effective. Two major reasong were
advanced of why tne Phase 1 research effort did not actually
measure achievement gains: (1) Title I activities night have
moderated or leveled out a long-run pattern ¢ declining achieve-
ment levels fr the disadvantaged groubs. or (2) actual assocla-
ticns peaiween sxposure to Title I compenszatory education projects

and echievement changes were masxed (or averazed over) by the
necessity (by data availapility) of limiting ire analysis 1o
treating each grade in a sample school as & uniit. The primary
purpose of fhase 1I was to investigete the efTect of these two
factors.

During Phase IT, TEMPO wen Tive ©
to obtoin comprehensive data on achievement t

ot
ct
O
)
v
o

£ +r= eleven districts
yi-ads for the previous

25
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five years and cn the zctual zllocaticn of regular and To
resources to sg wratc zlassrcons (or ctrer stuaent sutzre
for whicn pre- ard post-test acrieverent test data rad ce
studied earlier. Since schecel districts do not ordiraril
maintzin cost cata at this level, T7VP0 had to ao exters:i
allocaticr of costs based on zta’f assignrents and pupilz affected
Witnh this additioral, rore refined data, TZINPO was able to make
adjustmerts for past trends irn a district's achievement trernds
and carry ocut & more refined aralysis of the assoclatvicnz between
achieverert cranzes ard varicus characteristics of schools,
pupil, ani Title I treetrentz. Tre zajor results and cenclusions
of Pnase I rermeained uncrangsd after inis additional investiga-
tion ard aralysis.
SELZCT10M OF STITZS

As discussed in the preceding section, the data wvere
collected from a non-representative sanple of Title I schools.
A two-stage sampling plan was used: flrSt, school districts and

then a sarple of Title I schoqls at eazh district were selected.
Sinze this study was exploratory in several regards, it was not
considered critical to have a naticrzlly representative sample.
It was soon evident that thre vvmolrat;cn of a six-month study

and the necoccity for extencive field data collectlion and tect
data coaversion task for each site meant that a fairly swrall
number of school districts could be included. Earlier hcpes bad
ranged up to 100 districts, but the practical aspects of time
ard money soon made a target o 15-20 districts more feasible.

As a matter of fact, it would have been very difficult to
select a stratif:ied random sarrle that would have been rationally
represc¢ntative of several relevent Title I characteristics be-
cause of the lacx of lnjorratwcw (at the naticnal level) about
specific Title I pro‘ects at the early stages of ESEA. For
erxample, it might have been Jorthu“Lle to select a variely of
types 61 Title I programs (i.e., reading, tzacher training, reme-
dial classes, eic,). But there was no national compilaticn of
local program activities available by individual districts. The
sare was true of the number of pupils affected by local Title I
activities, mincrity puoils affected. etz. The situation wac
complicated by the fact that —cst districts utilized Title I
monies for several aleereﬁt ectivities. IMoreover, it was expected
that most of the Title I activitics would end up teing carried

on o

out in variar-ze to 1n77*9twc"" cn t“e advance aonlw"nti\n r hud-
gets. It is important to remerber that cthis was tre {irst year

T
of a completely new concept ¢f federal assictance and there ware
still many uncertainties at federal, state, and local levels about
how the programs would cor snhould stabilice.




bowever, vitnin these limitotlicrs, it was des‘red trhat tne
sarplo Lo rovressriative of tre runse ol velues fo certain
charzoteristics of school districzte eo that thne ana]/sws cculd
be as cvplicavle as possivle. Trzrefore, tre procedurss ensured
that ire sauple included a mix cf districts (a) from all zeo-
graprical rezions. (o) from urctan and runurtan areas, (c) from
a rance of enrcllment sizes, a.ndi (4) from toth city and county
types of local educatics agenclsz. In addition, schocl districts
were not ir.cliuded unless DHIW believed they had data available
(particularly student pre- and rcst-tect scores in corparable
form), ard tinatv district personnel would cocperate with TILFPO
field investizutors. Superimpos23 on all these criteria uas
the i:..: desire to rave = fair numier of successful (cr exemplary)
corpersator, education prograns soO the reacon for threir s ess
coulq ve investigated. Tris latisr criteria was alsu ao*\l;w
put witn difficulzy since the stzte ard federal levels haa very
limited inzormation on actual cosrations or Orogress at the
local level, ana because the sel:sction of dleTlCtS had to be
corpleied well before tre termiretion of the school year.

Based on tha2se criteria, LHZIW and USCE assumed the responsi-
bility of celecting (witn the advice of TZ.P0) the school dis-
tricis from whick to obtain data for the study. A tentative
l1ist cf 20 cchocol districts was chosen, sith the objective that
componsatory cdueation programs would be svrveyed in as many of
those dintrizis as possible withir the time allowed Ior the
study. ~wtenslive visits by joins THSH-TZMF0 teams were made 19O
14 distrizts throughout the naticn. For reasons of laclk of
student i2-t data or lack of ccorvaration, only 11 were used in
the dala 2:.alysis phase. Detailed trip reports on all 14 were
provicdad to DHZU.

the initial visit to each district, a sample cf
selacted from thosge eligible for ESEA Title I sup-
fellowing marner. Working with the district super-

r nis staff represertative) in each of trese districts,
senools were arraycd ty the specific pupil, schodl

tory education pregram attrivutes noted on page 2,

~is cross-tabulated list or schools eligible for
suprort, & sample vas chossn to 1ncluue the desired
S values Tor sachk or the craracteristics. For
va given district, soveral sch Ola werc cnhosen with
- 2im2< pupil veopulations but with different degrees
and educational cdeprivation.

thin o given setv cf chavacteristics, sf tion was made
witnout prior xnowledge of the suc:iess orf comi satory programs
. o - —~ CRU R \ [s¢} -

at arny of tiez scheols within a school district. Table 1 illustrates
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the spectrum of characteristics prezer tad in one of tre sample
districts. & sirilar diversity of craracteristics exists in
other districts.,

Teble 1

CHARACTERISTICS OF SAVPLs ELEVZITARY
SCHCOL3 I:i DISTRICT 4,

Sixtx Crade Years
Mean Percent of of CE
Studernt Percent Readirg Students Programs
School Population Elacx Achisverent EZcomonically 5 by June
(Oct. 1526 (1744~ (Percentile)” Disadvantaged™  1G&7
AD:) 1247)
L 10190 G9 2 70 1-1/2
62 1617 ¢8 10 60 3+
1b 11¢3 ) & 75 3+
9 411 38 1 85 1-1/2
2 561 15 15 75 ¢
10 758 ch 29 35 1
5 205 ch 26 C75 1
11 882 19 3€ 50 1-1/2
7 1330 74 b1 35 1
3 541 38 Lg 45 1
8 661 b 52 35 1
NOTzS ¢
&Intensive Teacher Aide Program in addition to Title I Teacher
Aides

bSpecial Remediation Program in addition to Title I Remediation
Programs.

Crar"“”*lle rank wWithin District &, 1C8L-E&6.
Family annual incomes 32,000 (1900 census data).
Sourc Géneral Ziectriz TZLUPD, Survey and Analyses of Results

from Title I funding for Comrensatory Educaticn, Santa
Bartara, California, General lectrlb 67 T‘P-115, 1¢67,p.5.

While schools were designated for inclusion in the study,
for several reascas, the grade rather than the school as a whole
was the unit chosen fcr analysis in the study. The measures of
student perfermance usad are availatvle for specific grades bput
not for all grades within e school., lore important, ccmrensatory
prograims are not necessarily spread evenly thro uahou+ tih2 crades
within a schoel or sczheool svstenm. f~*?°~°* ing data on tre rescurces
and participaticn in compensatory ns for a whole echeol
cr agmezating student rerormance a wnols scheol is lixely to
mask the effects of coenmprensatory edu ion. Therefore, data on
pupil pericrrance, descriptions of
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mpens tory prograns, and
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expenditures for both regular and ccupensatory proZrams wWere
gatherad by grade for tre 13z scrncols ‘nciuded in tne sarple.

Of tne 150 ccrecls orizirnally selected for inclusicn in
the sample, 132 ccutained cre or more zrades - distributec as
shoxn in Table 2 - for wnich achieverent test data vere avail-
able for tire tuo c~de“ ¢ year:s in guestion. The sample includes
the test results ¢f 31 school grades fcr each of tne two years.
The total number of stuocnts in the sarple is just under 35,000
for each ycar.

Table ¢
DISTRIBUTICI OF TEZ SCHCOL GRADZS USED 1IN =5
ANALYSES OF ACHIEZVEZ.ZUT TZ3T RESULIS.
“School TLTOer Of oorocls -cr Graage “Toteal Total
Pistrict —I7 2 =] =I 5] ¢ 47 © <y ITy 11} 1z Grades Schools
1 wl17| u| & ! 39 21
2 10 1zi12f1z| 10 Lo 56 %2
3 15 15 i Sl 1l 1 1 38 2l
I Co (11 11l 5 27 16
5 14 14 i | 28 14
6 .o 2 . ‘ 4 2
8 s 9 9| ¢l 9 34 3 55 16
- i — ~ .
10 ; S 2f 2 Lo i3 5
i2 Iy D L
13 7 7 | |7 7 2! 2 32 11
1k 6! 6 6. l 18 | 6
A ‘ ;
” n) ~ - H | ,- o
Total 7 26 Lz orejbit 73 7 28 L1 6f 14 31k ! 132
Source: osbae“. F.J., and others, ““alyses of Compensatory Edu-
bat; n in Five School Distr TS, 7 clume L, SULmary,
AU, ISCT T TESTIngt0, D.c., aeneral imlectric TRXPO,
68 TMPLC3 (1), D. 25.
C. ANALYTICAL APPROACH AUD MNZASURZE ’

This study was intended to provide an estimate of th

effectiveness of ccmuensatory educaticn (CE) programs by roasurlnﬁ

acaderic and behavorial changes of students who have been exposed
to these compensatory programs.  An at tempt was made to identify
the student. scheol, and program character istics that were most
highly corralated with such changes zs effectiveness. fThe

intent was that if a significant imprc'ereﬂt was observed in

a group of students, an attempt would ve made to descrite the
group and its environment in socioeconomic terms as well as to

30
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e wrat specific activities prcduced the change. This
owed for the poscibility ¢f an interaction betueen
socioeconcmic groups and responsivensss to various prozreamns:
a certairn program or activity raJ oe ﬂl:h;J successful in one
group but not in another group of a different sociceconoric
cnaractier.

Initial study plans included the following measures Of
enkancerent: cnieverent test scores., attendance ravs, drop-
out rate, ené freguzrcy of disciplinary actlons. T“a S
of CZ sas to be mreasursd vy ccuparirng *e"“lta on each It
before and aftsr exposurs to Cx. However, pecause 01 1in
coistraints, it became necesgsary to restrict analysis =
ment test scores and attendance.

e
achieve-

The objectives and measures of student performanrce used
in this study are short-range ores; thay do not deal with duration
of clranges rnor ¥was an attempt rade to follow the studenrt's
ruture perforrarce and sarnin er or benefits to soclety.
Altlrough these longer-ranze oog ctives and assoclated measures
would be more appropriste and ravealing as to the productivity
of CI progranms, ch an approacn weuld reguire a much longer
and different i of study.

O (L(
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One of the key early decisicns faced by TEMPO was the
selection of a measure of achievemsnt for evaluating CE. Alter-
native measurez for comparison that could be used, as indl icated

in Figure -+, include:

<
<o
w
iy

1. Slope from a to b cormpared to slope of 1.0 for
rorm achieving pupll,

o, Achievement level after exposure to CE (b) compared
to norm achievement level (d),

3. Achievement level after exposure to CE (b) compared
to an estimate of the potertial level of pupil involved,

Iy, Measurerent of the difference vetwsen the obsarved
value Tor (b) and tre estimated value of (c) i.e.,
estimat=d achievement without CE. z

In ordez Lo avoid measuring the progress of pupils enrolled
in CE activities in terms of the so-called norm-achieving pupil,
it was decided to use the fourth measure.

Readinz achievement was *ohe o.ly ‘academic"” performance
measure chosen to investigate tne first stauy objective concerning
the existense of enhanced achievement. Although it may te ques-
tionable anong sor° social sc ierntists whether this measure should
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Figure 4. 1Identification of different
measures of achievement. -
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be emphasizzd in a stuady of trnic typs, read.ng 1s & furdanental
skill in cur soclety, and ¢no In whito Gisadvantored crnilldren
are most noticeasly dsficient. It is 21so a skill which affects
perforrance in cther acadenic zreas. Althouzn it would rave
beer. desiraple to consider oiror acadenlic sreas, the time avail-
able for tris study did not purmit thls eXtensicn.

A variety of characterisztics wers ieasured ard aral-zed to
investigatas tre second study cclective. The ceravioral zraracter-
istics Dlﬂnved for analysis narc (1) attendance data (2) rate of
droopinz out of szrhool, and (3) crarnge in number oI disciplinary
actiors. Attendasrce rats and zhangs in attendances rate tsre the
only measures for which sullitiont etz were availavle, It was
fournd that, in gensral, trese *iypes of benravioral data wsre not
readily availatsle at tne schocl distrizt level and had to be
ovtaired at trne scrncols themselves. Prcgram cost is an irportant
program craracteristic worthy of specizl mention. It was {and
has since tecome even more of) a source of controversy in the
achieverment ¢f students. Tne vasic viewpoint in defining cost
data requirements is the need to relate the real (chysical) and
money resources Of a compensatory educetion pregrer. to mzesures
of effectiveness {student readlng achleverent). Since both the
absolute level ahd the increrzntal cherge in effectiveness
resulting from compensatlry elucaticn ere examined, the arsolute
and incrementzl comnensator: resonress and funds were aiso re-
quired. Trere? ovv, the costs of regular school progrars pefore
and after comgensatory programs 23 well as trhe cests of re
compensat ry pvﬂérams were regulred. Cost categories were defired

ithin thse "“ﬂte T of Tinancial accounting procedures reccrmended
to scrnocl districsts by the U.S. Oificze of Education in 1its nand-
boox II. Since costs at the individuzl school (or indivicual
grade) were usually not avallacle, TZM20 had to do considerable
cost allocation and estimation. Costs for Title I compensatory
education . activities had to b2 relates (or allocated) to tre
specific period between tne pre- and pest-test measurements (which
was often different for each zrade studied).

Original plans to obtair data on pupil performance and
exposure to 0% were expanded tc inclu information on the charac-
teristics of the pupils, thelr s:hools and their conmunities.

The large variation in these later varizbtles was Ju ged as import-
ant for explaining observed crange 11 pupil performance between

Q.
(€

921
o]
"C' S“

1G85-66 and 16€E-57.

ults swployed a '{ixed-

The anralysis of achie t res
gradv” approack in measurin 213 of compensatory wrograms.
The distrivution of achierel s for children in a varticu-
lar srade and school for the ycar preceding exposure to corpensa-
tory education was comparail .Iih the diatribution of achizverment
scores for a. diftferent group of children in the
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school in the fcllowinz year, wnern caupensatory educztion pro-
grems rad teen implemovted. % wWas assvwed that, I uie
abzerce of special coipensatory nrograms. tre Dat‘“”ﬁ <l
achieverent scores in a grade would remain constarti fror one
yesr to the nevt. Trus, changes In the dis trwout'“h ci test
scores vetweer. the two years .culd reflect the impacy ¢l parti-
cipaticn by tre stude:nts ir. corpzrsatory procrams. ine uov-ul-
nesc ard validity of the Tixsd-zrads sprpreach were Zcocrned Ly
the ability to identify and ccoe with tre addltlor 11 factors
introduced by ccmparing result:z for two different sets of
pupils. That is, any changes in the ach. e’ rement raiiern from
one year to the next rust ce evaluated ir light of normeal
charzes in the level of educatioral serviuves proz:oed vy the
cchool district and changes in the sociceconomic ccrposition of
the student povulation. ZEither or both of these Tractors can
influence the academic performance from ore year to tne next of

the pupils in a grade.

The most important uncerteinty in relying on obsgervea
differences in test scores in successive y2ars tO assess the
effects of compensatory progreins arises out of thez possicility
of trends in achievement sccres which are lndeoevdﬁw“ of compen-
satory =ducation. There was reascn to expect a downward trend
in the achievement level o? uUU“lS at inner-city schocls (which
const:tu;e mngt of the <ample) ralative to the entire naticn.
This decrease in achi everent coores for a given grade level over
time has been associated wiin ‘arges in bhe socin-conanic compo-
sition of the student populati

0 s

)() [

An alterrative approech involves the analysis of changes
in the achiewvement test scores ¢l the sauve studer.ts or Zrcuvs
of stude~ts through a given c“"e Tongitudinal analyses are
attractise because sore var: ialle re hzld constant. In this
study, the choice of the fixed.¢ e apprecach was dictated by
tial armounts ot

s

.
S
r
T

o
o
o
N

a
d
n

the difficulty in obtaiﬁ1n~ sub { lenzgitudinal
data. Schot. systems do not as a rule test each grade =ach year.
Further. high pupil mobility, the absence of centrall; maintained
cumulative records on individual pupils, and the difificulty at
the time of the study of linking a pupil's test scores to his
participaticn in particular compensatory programs ruled out the

longitudinal approach.

Most of the analyses in this study were based on test data
for academic years 13¢5-00 and 105667, The former (18C5-£0)
was considered the pzv" year. or the year prior to ronpensatory
education programs, and the latuer (1509-5[), the "post year,
or the year in which there nad been scine ¢Xposure tc conpensaiory
programs. Althcugh study tears collected information on compensa-
tory programs regardless of tie scurce cf funding, the major




infucicn of funds resulted frcom Witis I, -unds frem Tltle 2
did r.ot reazcn szncol systors untlil the op .

in rmany cases the activitliss svinsored 3 .
begin until the end of tre scnool oar. ' ssurs th.
fore, tnat tnz Lenef‘ts of corpercatery X weuld not
to be evident in achievemsnt test scorer until the 1Ii{-£7
school year.

(D
)
3
0w w

Relatively few school systers keep records on tr
and type of compercatory prosrams I crzzific grades &
nor was it usually vossitls to iderntifs the speciliic stud
within a grade wne were partizininis in compensatory grog
Comccou~"t‘" it was decided to use test results for ell
in a grade ard to catner IrnTormation on all grades 1ir. tne
I en vested with the same acrievement

role sc1007~ wricrn had Lz
s . - -
Ln botn 1C65-L& and 1GLE-<7.

Various standard analytical and cstatistical technigues
were used in investigatinz the data collected. Uhen trne exiIst-
ence Of achieveme:.t enhancement was rarined using the 314
grade oobservaticrs (or subrssis trerc. Y. it was netessary to
also check the statistical siznifiicance of the restlting statis-
tics since a sarpling process was clearly involved. Corparison
witn the standard error and tre relevent underlying statistical
dsstributicn allowued deterrminaticn of the probability that the
obsered sample result could have rapren:zd by chance. fralysis
of variance (aﬂﬂ the more discrimiraiins analysis cf covariand )
was used to test if there uere signifl T differen;es in Ob-
served changes in achieversnt test sc awons scnool districts.
All these aﬁalys:: were cconiucted for trrse neasures °of change
in schievement--the mean, the {irst :le (10 percent point)
and the firet quartile (22 cercent p of the distribution

of trhe performance of the grade.

In investigating the sssociation of varioms school
and environmertal characteristics uwith crhanced achleven
several additicnzl statvistical methods were used.  Sulh
tion is analytically difficult teczuse oI the iikelinrood
and interacting actions of many variables. The follewin
types of analyses were carried ouUl in a: attempt to iden
the relations ,;ps betwesn the variatlas and the changes

g

achlevement .=>

. Simple correlations between clanges in achisvs
mert ang each rawvianle sero corvuted from tlle
corbined data on all dlstricis and separately
from data on ezch of tre 11 dlriricts. Ghis
procsdure identifies the degree of assoclaticn
between any two variatvlco.
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Aralysis of variarce .as ccrmputed for the crangs
at tre mean, first cecile ard “irct guartils
using all 31L& onservatiors. Ths total group

was partitioned accordirg to contrastlng zvels
of the variables to ectirate the effects of thess
factors. Analysis ¢ variance is nelpful in
detecting signifi:ant differer.ces among speci-
fied sets of results, including groups trat

cannot be describead ﬂ nure (such as
among districts) and tharefore is useful where

Do

a co rre1atwop coefficient is not applicavle.
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Multiple regressicn a:alyses viere done using
a nuMbor of variables for w 1An gata were
available. Muitiple reZression is helpful fcr
identifying the relativs e*xe t of each vari-
able on changes in acrievement and is helprul in
reducing tne sampling .ar 1atwon when testing for
significant effect f compensatory education.
It is especially helpful when the variable of
interest has been afscted by many different
variables. In constructing a structural model
to use for this lirear regression ana¢y51s.
TEMPO postulated tr.zat the following five vari-
20

H e

<

"S |9 (D ”)()
(el e!

ables were significont in explaining obsarved change
in achievement, and ti.en estimated all tne
multiple regression cceificients.

(a) average Title I CI' program Jdollars per
student expendec¢ by the post-test data
for all students in Title I schools in
the districi

(b) achievement level at the level at the

beginning of Title I programs
(¢) mobility in and out of the school
(d) percent Black students in a school

(e) attendance rate in a schocl.

The dependent varlaLWe, i.e.. the one whose variance

al

¢ in terms of the above five
indevendent varizblss, was always the ¢bser.od
charge in achlevement (Q°oarabe ragressions were
conm leted for both the changes at tne nean and
the first decile.

was being e*<pla1"a

ramo
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other opereating plans were brogat tack by eath field tcam and
ofter rrovided arn adeguasts zcource Tor -ost/resource asia, it was
Soon cliar ti.e orizi:ial zpplicatiors for Title fundir: were of
little use since actual prozrams differed so much frer sunmitted
project plans, (due to latsz starts, revized plans, rez JCEJ
fundinz, uravailable stafl, ete.).

E. ASSENBLILG AID PRCCESSING THE DATA

The necessary data c¢n Title I CE progzrams, student per-

formance, and district characteristics were assempled curing the
threc-day to tuwo-wsex visits to each district. Undouvtedly
rore time would rave been helpful in every case, but the need
to visit many lccations in order to eXrand tre sample sizes of
schools and prosrams was considered more ir rmportant. Cne nega-
tive elTect ¢l tihe intense travel schedule was the irzcility to
surtmarize and analyze adequately tre information and i reressions
after ecach trip.

Problems encountered in cecllecting and: processing the
inflormation provide insignt into tre complexity of such a study
and are, tnerefore, Msezul bacxrgrcund information. Briefly
stated, the wmore severe problams were

. the amosunt of dslalled information required ror
making performance meagsures combatible was very
great and several special conversion factors were
reguired;

. achievement scores came from different tests ana

from tests which were aduministered zt differcnt
points during the school year among and within the
sample districte;

. rmuch of the readily available data on coemper.zatory
education were not in usable feorm for study bvecause
they did not give inforration for specific crades;

. it was difficult to distirzuish betuween C“TC?TsatOry
education and rezular schicol programs and cetheen
compensatory education programs funded by federal
and r.cnfederal agencies;

. the large transfer of pupils into and out of 2
sarple echocl ~ade It dirficult to identify w0
amcunt of compencatery education to which purils
had been exposad.

-37-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




chi: ffizes, TIVCSC processed and arz.jyzed
2onata e L0 v ttr Tield irvestizationsz., Zy far
the greatezt effcrts and proclems atcerpznied the use cf zznieve-
rart tests to mearsure the crarce of rerlorrarnce ¢f studeris
expcsed to Title I prograns. Tnere Lzs no opportunity Lire,
or roney to adnminister similar Cor ccrrarable t sts Tor vurposes
of tnis ewvaluation (for exampls, tests ¢of status belore treat-
mernt were nct possible, circe tne prezrzms were almost Iinished
before tre stu 'J szartec).j‘* Therefcre, it was necesszry (O
maze best pessitle use of standardized acnievement test results
already adrinistersd by scrool districzts, Utilizirg existing
test data crsatsd other sizgnilicant proclems and reguirerents
which are discussed in the felilowing Tour sections.
1. Processirnz Achievement Data
There are two main zspects in obtaining comparable urits
for observed differerces in test sccres. One 1is ccmparability
among different tests and different test dates within an academic

year.

The corrarability over different achievement levels within
a grade was obtelned by converting tc the Standard T-score, 31
The scale “or tre Standard T-score nas teen constructed so that
a change from ?) to 35, for exarvle. is combarables tc a change
frem 80 to 5. Corparavle i. this case rmeans that tre arount
of effert 1* Cz recuired ise tre achievement level IIv

A=

po nits is p“oxwwately the sa~e in beotn cases. As a result,

-scores can be averzged ard svbjected to statistical araiysils,
whereas percentils scores, for exarple. cennot. 1n some of the
analyses, results for differant graces were combinea, and in
these cases it was assurmed trat differences in T-scores are also
amorg grades. That is, the armcunt of e’fort in compensatory
education reou;roa to increass an achieverent level from, say,
30 to 3% in cne grade is approximately tns same as for a similar
movement in otL,¢ grades.

The second aspect of ccrparability among different tests
and test dates enters through the use of the appropriate publishers
norr. tables ror ﬂﬁfou+ nz vercentile scores for the test;”g situa-
ticns involved. The T-score is obtainred by coaverting thz rau
score for a speciflc test t©e & national percentile rank and then
converting the percentile rank to tne standard T-score. The
assurptions used in computing percentile scores were:

1. Recading, parascaph npeaning, and composite subicosis
measurs the same puril attribste,

o, Publisierst norm perulatiorns for each tﬁst ares similar
with respact to the distribution of achievement levels,

and,
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3. Publisr.ers! norms proisi ar
the tiurs of year at vrich tnz tes
e

The first assurption was neceszary because each of the three
subtests was used in one or mors scheol districts. Since the
prirary intersst was in aralyzing aifferences tetwee:n vrz- and

post-tect scorecs, it was not rnsc2ssery to assume trat nor.n
P y

populations vere egual in absolute level, but only in the range

and distribution ov

One feature of the data deserves special notice., Since
pupils in eligitle Title I schools were ireoreticzlly
for 'eingz economically and educaticrally deprived, tneir achieve-
ment test sceores tend to bz lower than tnose of the norm popu-
lations., Figure 5 illustrates the distribution of acr.ievemant
scores of a typical fourth grads in a sample school in 16E5-E8.
Eighty percent of the pupils in this grade rzceived test scores
below the mean score of the puplls in the norm populaiion.

)
{st
D
(@]
ct
@
o,

The number of pupilz in each of the 31! basic ctservations
in each of the vaars 1CS5-66 and 1GE£-€7 varied from 12 to
508, This raises the question whether eacl, o the 31% cbserve-
tions should be given the same weizht in judzing the megnitude
and statistical significance of average crange 1n test scores
between the two vears. If longitudirel data (i.e.. test scores
for the same pupils in both years) rad veen used, the ctvious
choice would be to welght eacn puvil egually. Howe vvr: ir the
"fixed-grade" approach there is no unequivocal way to match
individual pupiis in 1G63-65 witr those in 1S6€-67. The choice
was made to present two types of statistics, namely,

1. vnweighted averages and standavd deviations of the
314 basic observaticrs, and

2. weighted averages of tne 31% observetions based on
number of pu01ls in each otservation.

Ir general terms, both these situaticns produced the same results.

The technical approacn called for analy ing each of the
314 observations separately if statistically reliable results
could be develors=o This would avoid the provlems inrnerent in
averaging dava IrC% different tests and across differeprt grade
levels. It soon became avppvarent tnat this zpproach was not
appropriate and data would have To bz pooled. First. tnere is
considereble variation in test scores between years that cannot
be cstimated frem cvailable dats on the variation awoei:z purils
within a year. For exanmple, the test could be given under very
good conditions one year and pocyr conditions the cther year.
40
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Cecond, the campling variatlion ir test -cores wWas £O lerze that
fe. of tie uqur.cl Tiifrare. zoz S pre- Lod peib-test Ziorid
for individual ooservations were statistically signiii-ant.
Trerefore, the scorsc were zll ccroverted to Standard T-socres
$o that obscjzatlons could be wocled.,
2. Type of Tezt
Data aYaW*SLS was lirmited to sterdardiced achleverent
tests admini igtered to entire srzdszs of pupils in a school dis-
trict for eaczh of two years, 1 -Zfe ard 1C8C-£7.  in the 11
Figure 5. Distribution of acthievement schores in & typical 1
Title I schocl conrared to that for the entire nation.
67 PLPLS IN A 4tn GRADE IN A
TY?ICAL ZAMPLE SCHOOL
] —~ NATION
|
- H
- !
-~ T T
20 30 40 50 60 70 80

STANG <0 T SCO2E _

Source: General tlectriec TZMPO, Surver and Analyses of Results

from Title I Funding for Compacsatcry sauzation,
.8anta tarocara, lalitornla, ceneral zlectrili of IMP-115,
1¢67, p. 1¢C.

school districts, five different tests were used: Stanford

Achievement Test (SA’). wetrepclivan Achieverment Tests (MAT),

Towa Tests of Fasic Sxills (I1:3), lowa Tests of Educaticnal

Develcprment (ITZD), and S=guential Tests of Zducalional Pregress

(STEP). The variety of tests and subtests in dirfferent grades

in the 11 scheel districts is shown in Tevle 3.
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There was zo-sideracle veriaticon in trhe time of the year
n which tocts wees ziven 2rnon- arnd ev2n witnin szhocl dictricts.
n resultesd In 4ifse 5 1n eamounts of compensatcry =sduca-

2
e

e e:xposud prior to the 1GEE- 67
sur. i< ccrrencatcery educatiorn
ounv in a simple corpar;son O
an b2 incorporated in the reg

GRS d—
3
I

Lexpo
asily re taren into acc
post-test results, but ¢
analysis.

[@]
|
O
S

=y
4]

A new variable was congctruczted to shew what is called
"effective Title T dollars” per vuril. This was computed by
adding the Title I funds spent in 1¢€-5-66 and the fraction of
Title I funds for 1{<€-%7 spent up tc the time of the 10EC-67
acr.ievenmeznt testvs ard dividirg tne sw:s by total number of pupiis
in Title I schools in eacrh district. Tnis new variable was
included as one oI ths determlring varlables in regression and
anelysis of covariance.

Differences in test dut2s Letween 1C¢65-66 and 1GEE-E7
required uvce of different ncrn tabl 5 Tor pre-and posi-test
or adjustmerts witrhin a particular norm table.

3. Specific Gradez/Students Zxvceed to Title I Programs

Relatively few school systers kevel records on the arount
anGé type oF CZ pre rams at spoceiflic sci.ools. This means that
it waz oftcr. not sossible Lo leentifly precisely wnich grades
in a school receiv2d Title I programs. Furthermore, it was
not poscivle to idewtify the speciiic students in a grads who
receivea CI ftrom Litle I preograms. Consequently, it was decided
to use tezt scorez {or an ervires grade and to use all graaes in
Title I desiznatsd schools {or which test data were available
for both 1¢{3-26 ard 16CC-77.

4, Data Cazlculaiicns

To aid in the extensive and repvetitive processi
large volulz2 of student tesi data, TLMZO made use of
equipment. A time-sharing terminal was installed in
offices ~nich alloved contirucus connection to a Gener Zlectric
ter. Prcgrams (written in BASIC) were xrluteb to process

: and calculatle various sunmary statistics for each

grade unit. The many regrassicn and correlation analyses were
run in a batcen rodzs con Contrcl Data equipment using the "5lo-
redical' paiiare of etatistical programs,

t - FVenmin s et N - PRI o~ e . 3 < £

Dotz received Iro.l scoreel alstricts were 1in one of the

1S ey vy o - e 2 o s . . .
following forms: o2lass listir.s of individual pupils, punched

- H fqed 5 sy g e vage ~ 5 ~A3 N I
cards ¢©f indiridual vupils, cerputer tab runs by individuals.

43
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and corputer printouts of frejvzrcy distributions. Test
coorze irzludzd cre or more 2 tre Tcllouwing:  raw scores,
standard scorss (for cpeciflc tyoe cof test), grade (or grade
equivalent) scorec, psercentils sccres, and stanires.

A1) scores not in naticonal rpercestile were conver ted to
natioral perzeriiles ty using the zpprovriaste conversicn table
provided oy sacr tast publisrieyr fCr eacrn separate form of test.
Percerntile sccoroes were tnern converted to Standard T-scorss.
Trhe distrituticr ¢of Standard T-sccres in the pepulation is
assured to ve rcorrmal with & mzar cf 20 and a standard deviation
of 10. This assumpticn was utilized in converting natioral
percentiles to Standard T-sceores. Detalled conversior Lables
and examples are ccntained in tre refersnced TEMPO reporis and
the interestsd reader is referred there for further cdetail.
Figure 3 preserts an examrpls of tre computer output prevared
for eacr of tre 314 zrades. Tz3t results for each grads in
each scrhool ror 1SE3-C£€ and 1CE4-€7 were summarized in terms
of 1¢ statistics (see lower part of Figure €. The central
part or Figure 3 illustrates the conversion from raw scores
to Stardard T-scores. The surary statistics are all in terms
of T-scores. The examples snow &4 pupils in a grade; in the
overall savple, the number of pupils in a grade ranged from 16
to 8C5,
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This secticn presents scrme of the major results of the
study. Since the purpose of this publicetion 1g to present
evaluation apprcaches and :xDer‘ence rather than to dizcuss
particular ouosta itive conten Y nW"nlﬂ*hts of data results
are presented. The reader in tﬂf te Title I
conpensatory education per ce is refe red to the refzrenced
publications for a full discussic

The TEMPO study involved 35,000 studerts and 314 grade
observations. On the basis of this study certain charza cteris-
tics ¢f the Title I programs could be ascertained and are im-
portant to consider as bacxground for the following discussion
of analytical ressults. Such descriptive 1n;ormat10n was an
important result of this study s:.ve previcusly there ‘tas a
lack of first hand comparative <¢sta on how the districts were
actually utilizing Title I funds and what they were acccmplish-
ing with this resource.

O 3

TEMPO found a wide variety of programs being implemented
with Title I funds. Many of the aistricts nad ubilizef a large
amount of their funds to reduce class size or to provid2 teachlng
aides; man of the Title I programs were basically berefiting

ATT AWS 1?:%/'\“ -r\ M3+ s T 0ﬂ1r\f\f\1(‘ wrs 4ol g4 -y-n—wq'yir: +r\ mr\a-f-nmv- 'f"ha
G Claa Gl AR VIR & Ca RS HSOA0 S Soriw

recipierits were specifically educationally disadvantaged.

In many cases, Title I money was svent on equipment or school
construction, especially Guring the first year of operation.

The expenditures per pupil ran:od frorm less than $cj.v0 to
slizhtly over $225.00; the averaze expendlture was §50.CO per
year. On the basis of 2C0 schocl days per year, this is an
average of 20 cents per day per child for compensatory education.
This type of averzge expenditure was so minimal that it raises
definite questions about the acnievement gains wnich should be
expected.

1. Achieverent After Compensatory Education:

The results tc be discussed first concern the initial
objective of the study: whether enhancement ©f achievement
acceompanied the extra or compensatory education activiities pro-
vided by Title I.

Ennancerent is defined h ference between
achievement level arlfter exposur D ryv educaticn pro-
grams and the achlevement level which would have been ex pected
in the absence of such programs. while it is possible to rmeasure
the achisvement level of the same pupils in the absence of com-
pensatory programs had to be estimated at the time of this study.

J'b

16
“heo
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Table . Average change in reading achievement test scores for ‘he total sample.

- . ) . Each Observati
Unweighted Observations® ,zomm%*ww by MMM:M__M_WMNOWU

Achievement Test Statistic

[
Average Standard . c Average Standard . c =
Change Error Sig. Level Change Error Sig- Level
Meen (X) - 0.29 0.13 0.05 - 0.40 0.11 0.001
Lowest Decile AO_V +0.2 0.18 0.20 +0.21 0.16 0.20
Lowest Quartile (Q,) - 0.30 0.16 0.10 - 0.42 0.14 0.01
Upper Quartile (Q,) - 0.48 0.17 0.0l - 0.69 0.15 0.001 D
1
Notes:
@ ln units of Standard T-scores and based on obscrvzd changes in 314 school-graces in 11 districts.
' b 314 1 314
The unweighted average is computed as £ N3 Xm and the weighted average is computed as % m Xm <

i=1 i=1

w;
MBM irm_‘o Bm mu::wo<m_dmm:ca.oo_,omvc?._uiro*oor}m?mo:avou:mu»o:a xm mu}mowum?ma
=1

change in the specified statistic,

This is the probability that the observed sample risult could have heppened by chance if the true change
between 1955-66 and 1966-57 was indecd zero.

1y

al Electric TeEMPO, Survey and Analycses of Results for
nsatory mducation, Saata DBarbara, Californla, Ceneral
ectric Gf IMP-115, 1467, p. 28.

Source: Ge
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The rasults of morst of tre statistical tests were based Cn
obsarf:d (actual) differsnces i zcilerement scores belvesl
1G65-€4 and 1¢20-L7 ratrer than ins estirated (exohﬂ*@u differ-
ence betwsen achisvement with and witrcut erzpcsure 1o clrpensa-
tory programs. 1ne cperative agzsurirticn was that the distri-
bution of achievement scores should not chanze from cre year
to the next (i.e. no adjustment was wade in rPnase I for possible
trends in the lsvel of achieverent within a geade).
|

Althcuzh there was no indicaticn of general improvement
in the averags acrievement lavel of the overall student ~crulation
in the 314 scncol grades analyzed, there was & slignt imprcvement
in the acnieverert level ¢ stucents at the lowest achievement
levels (lst decile) in thelr respective graces as shown in Table
5. Thecretically the Cerpensatory Zducaticn Drograms snculad
have teen focusirg on tihe mest sericusiy dfsadvantazed students
or trose with tre lcwest achievement scores; therefore, tnere
vas an expectatlcrn of mere favorable results Tor students at
the lower achieverent leiels.

There was a slignt decline in achievesment at the mean
and the first and third guartiles for all of the grade lesvels
in the sample scihools. 1Inese results suggest that even with
compensatory sduration programs Dres sent, thezre is a slignt
necatzve trend in achieverent 12vel in sciiovlsd wWhere Tktlc -
noney wes veing uoncenuratac Teble 5 includes results Ire
both .el;hteu and unweigrnted observaiions; roth apprcaches lead

to the same coenclusions.

Several interpretations of study resulis could be made
concerning the pesvive change in the lowest decile. Lven though
the posit:se result was not very large (it cepresented only abcut
one-fourth of a month in terms of grade eou|vaLent units),

it became more siznifica “ ast=d -.1th the ne:atwve
changes in the me2r ana at the fir ard tr*rd guartiles. In

I-Q)

vile
the apsence of spocizal compensatcry RPrograns, it would normally
be erdected trat the four statistics would mcve in the same
directicn since they were derived Ironm the same distribuation
of achievemant scores. 1Ine probability of tne ohserved improvement
occurring at the lowesst decile anrd tre bserved decline at the
mean and Tirst and third guartiles uould be unlikely by chance
) alcne. Therefcre, this could ve on ind 1ceLLon of a positive
effect of compencatory DYCIrans if core ass.res they arza us vally
concentrated on tnz lcwes “achieving students in a grade.

)

Conwversely, it nust alsc bte re gni~ed that in scme of
the sample c'rada units the test scere defining the lowest decile
in the T“i*'s*t yzer was equal to the ninimum vossible scere.

was impossible fer pupils at the lowest
wer score the next vear, even if a
j fore, in the fixed-

Thus, in scme cas¢s
de01lp to regists
negative change al

O ¢+ 0O
’/‘
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As pre \lc usly descrived, subsecuent additional investi-
gation (culled Fhase 11) wes autncrized vy the Office <f Zdu-
caticn in order to dotermine Lh:tner further refinement cf the
Title [ data in Phase I or tnis study would prcduce results 1in

-3 45




Table 4. Average change in mean reading fest scores by district.

No. of Grades’ Averoge Chonge Average Chong2
. hoo! District Observed in Mean® in Lowest Decile®
] 39 +0.25 +0.05
56 -1.35b 40,04
3 42 -0.34b +0.22
4 27 -1.03 -0.68
5 28 -0.16 -0.70
6 4 +1.28 +4,20
8 55 -0.37 +0.26
10 13 -0.21] 40,55
12 4 +0.42 +l.78b
13 32 £1.160 4132
14 18 +0.01 +0.04
Notes:
%14 unite of Standard T-scores.
bStoﬁs?ico"y sigrificant at the 5 percent confidzance level.

rce:

Mosbaek, E. J., and others, Analyses of Ccmpensatcry
Fducation in rive School Districts, Volume I, Summary,
August 1668, Washington, D.C., General Electric TEMPO,
68 TuP-S3 (1), p. 35. -
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/mriznce or rore refirey trar there fovnd there. Tris further
Audy involved five o.t of tire Oriziral 11 districcs sz ~ncluded
antlo on 0O other SCrools and £,50% vupils, This svbearnls
ennnot be considesred a rander or & stratified rar.dorm czmnle
beczuse the districts were selected on gvailability of specific
tnta, particularly scrhisverert end financial dats.

Cne factor particularly investizated in Phase I was the
crfeet of nezative tresd in student achievzrent upon the ressults
ol' Fhase I, The existernce of declinirz lavels of acniavement
tn zehools with rary diszdvantszed students (part:culafly inner
1ty scrools) rad often pser clairad or hypothesized. If sueh
wai true in the schools studisd by TZMPD, tre lack of zchieverant
indn associated with new Title 1 progrars: might not be so sur-
pricng. In fact the prezrars cculd be censidered successful
Lt they significantly rediced a several-yesr declinrirzy achrieve-
ment trend, even if this trend was not actually reverssd,
therefore, during the lntersive Prase IT field OrX in five
school districts, TEMPC coiainad acriieverent data for the four
ycars prior to Title I fer the grade units vrevicusly studied.
The data obtainzd by that study did rot oresent a cenisistent
picture on trend, partly bhecause sarmpling variation “renm year
to year vias much largsr than any trend factor that mizsht be
cpcrative at the schocl level, (i.e., trends varied greatly
among grades, aucons schools and amonz districts.) moh i+ ic
significent that ithe dubs analyzed (frem the 60 schecls in
five schocl districts) did not conliry the expectations of
negative trend based upen tFE results of Fhses T and the socio-

po)
economic trends involved. As a result, no adiustmen
made to the observed data and TeEMFO 4i 0
these concepts,

(oW
o

2. Characteristics Analyzed in Releation to Achievenment,

The seccnd objective of the study was to deternin
tharacteristics of tne purils, the schools and the cermpe

programs were associated with changes in pupil verrorrnanc
“ne particular variables cnosen for exeminztion were grade level
iegree of econoumic deprivaticn, studant sobility, provorticn

“f black pupils in the schocl in the 1¢85-00 school year, crange
'n black enroilmeat, propertion of Spanisn speaking students

‘n the scheol during the 1¢65-£5 screol year, mean reading
'“hievement level in the scheel in 1€85-6¢, change in rate of
ftendance from 1CE5-6F to 1SCE-87, size of school and size of
‘rade.  Statistical methods of resres ang

"riance vere uzad to i.d;r to tiat @

(]

- o
[ R R Y - ale B 3
sree Trnese characteristics
fe

“uld accoust for the qf @ feroer - in cheervea papil per

b4




o
[

=gy o0l

i“ost of thz results
probably tecavss ¢l ths cve
gain in the cb vea datza.
no statistically :i;i;rieant
ment changes and the cht
schocl size, zrads size, degree C
level or attendance rate. There
nonlinear relaticnsnid betueen charn: in achilevement
1C6)—FQ and 1¢€£-67 and the proportion of Llack students in
a school.
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The above pupil, schccl and pregraim characteristics
lrave been suzgested vy many as impertant factors in achievement
in the educatioral setting. It ig importarnt to examines here the
logic from the TZMPO study so trat the student of research can
note the reascning verhind tre selection of these varlables and
the specific resulits of the varicus analyses

For example, educators and social science research per-
sonnel have felt that there rmay be critical grade levels in the
normal 12 years of pao“wc edu aticn during n;eh it is relatively
easy to compensate for the effects cf eau"atﬂobal deprivation
and other grade levels when it is relatively difficult. If
educaticnzlly disadvantzzed children are given special help at
the apprcpriate zrads level, they may be able to cvercome mect,
if not all, of tneir aﬂqadV'ntaHeu. It has been ge:rerally
accepted unat tre early grades are the most important levels
for sucn intervention. It 1is 1moort nt to note that in this
study (one of the few to cover many grade levels) the results of
several different analyses prcv.dsd no 2vidence that changes
in achievenment .ere related to grade level.

The main critericn for selection of schools to participate
in Title I of the ZSEA 1is _bn concentration of children from
low income families in the 2 school attendance area.
Although the leaw specifies i 11t]e I money is to be allo-
cated on thie basis o7 eeoncu tne standards used
by local school districts to I”e elizible schools vary
greatly from district ot distric Zach school in this study
vas classified as teing nigh, hecllm or lcw’'in terms of econcmic
depriva icn relative to all Title I schools in that district.
None of the arezlyses performed iIndicated any reliable relation-
ships between cdezree of econoaic devrivaticn and changes in

chieverment.

likely to have an ad-
for zoveral reascrns.

ams varies frem scheol to
I from one scheel to
owtlut in the aame type of compen-
, the disruption caussd by transferring
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may have an unde31raole efrect on the student's cverzll academic
pericrrance. MCrmover, v.ish rates of meoility make it difii-
cult to ascess the effectwfehess cf ccempensatory prezZreln=s at a
school since many of the studerts taxing a posttest ray rave
had very little cxposure Lo the compersatory pProgramns in the
school in which they are bsing tected. fThe results of the
analyses perforred zave :nconclucive evidence for the effects
of mobility on chaanzes in cchieverent. Two of the analyses
yielded opp051n; results cn the pcssible nez ztive effect of
high mobility. This nignt have been cau sed by mobility being
correlataa .3tnh cther veriables which also influence cranges in

achieversnt.

Analyses were utilized 1o determine the effects on achleve-
ment on the prcpertion ¢l black students in a school and on the
chanze in enrollren of black students in a school. Trere
appt°“ed to be &a nonlln AY rﬂlat:cnshio pet.een changes in achieve-
ment betiiesn 1Cuw-vc and 1¢€6-£7 and the pr cportion c¢f blacxk
students in a cchccl. Of the 132 schools in the ba*oie, those
with rzlative y low blacs enrollients (less than 20 per cent)
tended to show atistically significant positive Cuanges in
achievement at t*o rean, the first gquartile and the first decile.
The group of sample schecels in the i0-5C per cent black cate-
gorv sncwed statisticarly significant negative changes in achieve-
ment at thc mcan and at tne “ﬂv=+ auariile. Since tr.ere was
considarable veriation in raclal cou nceiticn among ti.e sample
districts, it might be trought that trese results simply reflect
difference among districts Foweyer, further shtatistical tests
indicated that tne relat'orqblo cetween changes in echievement
and percentage of blacx enrollment is similar within eacn of the
districts.

In the area of =lack anrollizent, there were 26 of the
sample schools wnich cr.-rged five ver cent or more petween
1665-66 and 16 k—u7 Within the 20 schcols there were 53 school-
grade observatiocns, 41 of which increased 1in percentage Of
black students and 12 of which dacreased. Changes in achievenent
test scores at the mean and 2ipst decile for these school
grades indic ated that relatively large charges in percentage
of black students in either dlrectloﬂ are aosoc1ateu vwith less
favorable changes in achievement.

The propcertions cf Spanish-speaking students in schocl
districts -as also utilized to inves tigate ralatlonqrwpc to
achiovement. Saveral ¢ the G:stricts in tne sarple had r€¢a-
tively large properticns of Spanish speaking pupils, but tne

ani

analysis did nct reveal any signiricance befween tnair nnwolinxnt
and change in acn‘ Veme‘t Trese results were not decisive,
however, si 1 tests were necessarily based

S
on 2 snall

2 sub e, ana the‘e was little variatien in percentags
of Spanish speasin

.
g students ameng schools within each district.

o3




Attendance is assured tc be important in school aczhiev
rent arnd is also assured tc very with pupilszst motivatici ¥
For the sample azs a whole, trhere wac a spall positive cirre
betwzen rate of attendance and chaenge in achievement. In
area of attendance ard its relaticnship to motivaticn tc learn,
increasing rates of attendance miznt be pcesitively assccisted
with crarnze in achievement; nowever, corrzlations ccrputed from
the data showsd no clear relaticaship bet.cen these ©uC variables.
The available measures of change in attendance were crude, since
the definiticr cf attendance differsd amcnz the sample districts,

re were no centrols for cther factors (such as weather
ess) which might have affected attendance rates.

Recently there have been thecries which probose that

the achieverent of students is related to the size of the school
or iihe zrade. Scme educatcrs feel that tnere is an cptimum

size which prormctes better achievement. Tre statistical evidence
in this study showed no significant relationship petueern chansges
in achievement and the number of pupils in a grade c¢r the size

of the school. .

Although the main focus of this study was on changes in
achievement test scores and the relationship between those
changes and selected pupil-school-envirormental variables, it

Vimm rmAammtmTA FA walrA n MvATIwmdvang avaminotdAn £ 4y A Fan
WaS PCSSLTLC TC AT & PYC_LILNAry chaalilliavion of the ¢ffecte

la el

frem different levels of exrenditure for cempensatory programs
on achievement. This was done by inclusicn in regression analy-
ses of a variable indicating average Title I expenditure per
jupil in each sample district.

In order to relate expenditures to achievement test
results, a new variable, "effective Title I dollars per pupil,"
was crested. For each sample observation this variable was
computed as the sum of average Title I dollars per pupil in
1665-€5 plus a pcrtion of the average Title I dollars per pupil
in 1666-467. The portion used for 1¢8£-€7 was basea on tne fraction
of the academic year which had elapsed up to the date of the
1666-67 test for each specific grade unit. This variable did
not take into account any funds other than Title T which might
have been expended by the school district for compensatory
programs. :

For the 11 districts having data available, there was
a positive corrszlation between effective Title 1 dellars cer
pupil and chanzes In achlevement t2st socres. The corralation
was statistically significant at the five per cent level for
each of ihe four reasures oi achievement: change in the mean,
change in the first decile, and changes in the riret g vielia
gquartiles.

o4




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

At the level cf specific szhocl
seeinzd to be a ccrngruence betuween crarn
sceres and effective Title I dollurs T
districts with the higrhest leve. ¢l Ti
larzest gains in achievement at the i

These ~eftive findings shculd be rezarcesd as & very
crude zattempt isterrine tre overall ralaticn betueen level
of funding and «.nicverent “hange. e Tindings were tased on
h ~nly aggrezated <Zata wnich dld not zive a true picture cT wnat
is hapvening at *rne grade levszl., Analyses of achieverent cnange
indic2ti2d trat not only was there great variaticn In periorrance
amonz districts, .. also great variaticn among scheols witnin
a Gistrict and /¢, among grades within the same scnccl,

The Phase 11 study ccnsidered ths relationsnip tetween
charzes in achieverent and tne xinds and costs of ccmpensaicry
prozrams at the grade level within sarple schools in five aist-
ricts. This mcre detailsd examiratior iIncreased the understana-
ing cf ecach of the five case studizs, tut the small numbers
iavolved introduced too much sampling variaticn to allou generali-

zrtions.

A larze number of other more minor questions and nypo-
theses were also investigated using the data collected by Th4FO.
Whils the available data é&id not previde conclusive results i
most Of these areas, the refesrenced TZMPO TRpPOres discuss the
analyses and results in detail.

G. PCSTSCRIPT FOR THE RESEARCHER

Pctential and practicing researchers in the social
sciences wWill draw a variety of lessons Zrom the actual experien-
ces deseribed in Shis chapter. One thing is certain, Title T
as the largest I=dsral Educational aia effcrt in this country
deser ves ithe best and the most scphisticated evaluaticn efforts
possible. The TEMPO study Jjust described was an early attzmbv
in trat direction. There continuss to oe a ‘need to pe uary of
such meaningless statements as are found in the Haticnal Advis-
cry Ccuncil Report for 1¢72. This repert ccncludes with the
stat=ments: 'The Council's investigaticn in 1€63 indicated that

abou- cn.-gquarter of the prczrames then were bringins resulls.

the estipate is that more than cne-third of the Title I ~
X s are racilitatins tne educaticn of disadvantaged children, "32
To tne educational researcher and pclicy maxer, suth statersris
wuickly beg for specifics--what xind ¢f results. pogitive cr
nega.ive, from where would the results ceome, (since there ware
not studies vielding hard data which cculd produce that type of
definite conclusicn). Is the geoal of Title I to facilitate,

:.e., to make ecasy or less difficult? Is easy gocd or bad?

- 5!; - 55
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vrat evidence or data was used to determine facilitaticn of edu-
caticn for the disadrantagsa?

The pro-e”51fna1 educational researcrer rust derand

from tre federzl Zoveriment, the state and the local educaticnal
agency the rignt to uge a res sarch desizn and tﬁols wiicn can
give policy magers, CCRSUIErS rg citizeng specilic answers

and dats about the prczress c¢:i the dizadrantaged child in the
Prerican Bducational systerm. The educzticnal researcher nust
rerember tre purpcce of lLth I was to nhelp the disadvantzged
student, not tc glceily teachers nor to create joos for volicy-
maxers or aorlnwstratcrs. with this in rind the educaticnal
researcrer must raise specific auecsticns; e must use tnc best
ressarch tools aveilable for nis task; he must never be satisf.ed
witih a subjective responsge iC a gquestion such as "Is Jchnny
reading better aftfﬂ nis 10 ronths in tne Title I remedial
reading program?’ He must be able to d termine this cn tne
basis of reliable and valid reasures uhich have been accurately
administered. He iust be abls to defend the representativeness
of his sample, the cost-bensfit ~rocedures used, etc. Te must
do this in orﬂer that preseht prcgrams and procedures can be
improved so that the uuurc Jon nrJ s who are educaticrally
disadvanta~ed can be worked iiin on tle basis of enligrteament
instead ci 'more of the sam:’ or randcm experin mentation.
Al of our policy waxing bodies adninistratlors and citicens

owe this to the conswrers or education--students.
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lThis studrs was funded Ly contracts HEY-05-67-5° and 0zC-
0-8-020U€0-2513(%10) frorm LEIZW and CX respectively. leverthe-
less, the ccnclusions of ihis arvicle sre trose of tie autnors
and ray not necessarily :epresent thocge of TZXPO, LHZW. or OL.

2vnile Dr. Kenneth Gorr was a member of the TIMNPC team
during the analytical, ripor vitirz, and case study nhases
of tre projacts, saveral ctr o people ware involved for aven
longer pe icas. All project starf rivuted to the YILPO
repcris describirz the projzct res varts of wnicr rave
been ufeﬁ i, this sumnary article. Harold Asher, larager
of the Wasrnirzton office oFf TILIMZC, resvonsible for the Oori-
ginal corceptuzliration ¢f the studyr arnd provided generszl
managemant s;pervi:ion throushout. Dr. Josevh W. Earrison was
responSLble for tre early dezis-n and data cellection pheses and
Dr. Errest .ospask was resgonsidle for the later vhases of data
analysis and vepori writing. v, Ronzld Frola, ¥r. D. Stephen
Mayer, and Dr. Charles ¥. Windle were reavily involved in field
date collection and data enzlysic activitiss. Mr. iark Adler
coordirated i..e prccassinz of the extensive studernt achievement
test data. TIEWPC was also greatlj aided during tnis study by
De. AlLlce Riviio and br. Jooseon wnoldy of the BHEU Progrom

tec

w
o ¥
fus

o
Anzlysis Greoup, vho successively cxercis ‘hnical monitoring
r

responsibility over the TZMFP0 cort

3Survey
Compensatory

I .
‘Analysis ©

& Compensatore Pduzaticn in Pive School Districts
(2 Volumes): (santa zarctara, Calircrnial Traed. Gereral -lectric
Company Report C:oTHP-S3, lg%ﬂ.

5United States Supreme Court decision, Drown vs. Feard of
Education of Toveka, Kansaz, 1G i, This decislon overturne eq tne
PlesSy vs. rerguion. rulliy that racial segz;gutlor was permissible
if schoola were separate but squal. The 1¢54 decision indicated
tna. separate but equal has no place in the U.S. system.

-

CRailey, S. K., and losker. Edith crrice of
FEducation ad=ini ters a Law:(Syracuse. WSS wnlver-
Sitv frecs, L.0 ) D. Z. oC0r tne socfal cher who
desires to kno. nore about ihd ICreRs a ine of
the passage of niEA, the authcrs of inht .crough
discussions of the political,. social an luences

|
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pp. 1-3C.
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TThe Smitr Huzhes Tocaticnal L2t of 1627 was eviderce of
one of the firet entriez irto eduzetvicral firancing for tr2
federal sovarnrart It zreated = cartrersrip betwesen tre local,
state and Tederal roverrments Tor ¢ o purpcse of preparing
students for crplorment. It was nct w.til the Yocaticral Amend-
mente of 1¢-.3 (fciluued by trhe Arsndrents of 1CEC) that tis
Federal Goverramesnl significartly restructured their role in
vocatiosal eduzation. The be;i?n:h; ¢ rederal Goverrnsnt
finarncing of educziional progrzms In 1017 was follouwsd Ty a
nearly total alvsence of additicnzal rrogram funding until the
post Jorld Var II period. Federal erpanditures have gore {rom
7 1illion in 1C17 to the 5CC millicrs at the present tlma for
vocational =ducaiion,

81 response to post-Spuinix concern atout cur scientific
and resecarch manpover capabilitiss, Congress enacted the ational
Defense Fducation Act of 135% previdirzg fecderal financisl sup-
port to increase the quantity 2nd guality <f our ginears.
scientists and fcoreign language srecialists. This flLan31al
support was for both secondary school and higher education
pTrOgYrAMs .

SThe Cooperative Researcn Act was passed in 1¢84, This
Act had its basis in the vrenise t“at the scientific metrod
applied vo educaticn would egqual improvement. In 19€%5 this
entry by the Federal Government into the educatioral research
field was expanrded into Title IV, EEEA resulting in the funding.
of 12 regiﬁ“ a2l ecducational laboratories (wnich gererally emphasized
developrental reszarch) and 3 wiversity-based R & D centers
(empnas; ing basic research)

10,

The Elermentary and Secondary Zducation Act of 10£5 was
corpesed of five main Mitles. Agproximately 337 of the total
funds authorized for ZSEA went into Title I, Better Schooling
for Educaticonally “apr‘"°1 CL_ldren. The rerainder of tre
Titles, while not specirically corcerred with the disadventaged,
would tbeorﬂt*vaWLy bring 1mmo'e ents to trhe efucaticnal systen
and, in turn, ber2lit ihose crildren who surfer educaticnal
handiraps. Title II prorsided gcrarts ror the accu151tio of schecol
library rescurces. textbocxs, and other printed and putlished
materizals; Title .II prosided Turdlyg on a occompetitive tasis for
supplcrentary sivcaticnal services ani centers in ordsr to stimu-
late exenplary prograns anicn could serve as modelsy Title 1V
(noted above) a:nd Title 7 which provided funding to strengthen
stats departments of education,




1lhisto
and Welfare,

rducation,

1205y exarple, in FY 1¢i2 2€.1% of expenditures vere for
reading projects, ©.25 for liorary, £.175 for counselirg and
guidance, and 3. 75: for rathnewrstics irstruction.

oleman, Jares, et ~l.., Zgrality of Zducatic:al lgoor-

tunity, (U.5. Cffice of Buucailon, Gl July ISii).

lhgoction 402 of the Civil Rizhts Act of 1084 statod The
Cormissionrer «f Zducation shall conduczt 2 survey and mazs a
report ve tne President and the Corzress, witnin two yesrs of
tre srnaciment of the title. cencerning the lacx of availzcllity
cf ecual educaticoral cpporturiitiess tor indiviauals by rezson
of race, coler, religion cr rational crigin I public edu-ational
institutiors at all levels in trs Unitsd States, its territories
ard pcssesszions, and the District of Columbie.

15Op. cit

16Tbe nearing deadlines Tor scue of these review cyclies
were the reascr for the original tight schedule for the present
study, which later had to be stretched out comewnat.

17

This was thre same orzanizstion thnat later uwas upsraded
to Assistant Secrztary for Preisram Aralrsis and even later
became tre current Assistant Sscretary for Flanning and Zvalua-

tion (ASPE).
185,

smber, this was during the first two years of a whole
new f*aeval aporoac‘ to helpin, local districts with thelr compen-
sator, educaticn reeds. It did teccre more ccmmon to encounter
concern ard pcesivle hostility from prograan staflfl that Telt
threatenea bty outside evaluations durirg the evaluetions ¢of speci-
fic rederzl programs that cam2 several years after this project.

lhis was parblca*a ly tr o xhsﬁ either the existence or technical
approach of federal assistance prograns was very con troversial

or under presgsure, either in 1 ligizcal or educationral sectors.
It was not until after ths TZMP raluztion (perhaps inrlw

by 1ts lack of positiv rasults at Title 1 bvecame heavi
criticized.

explanation if "Fixed
is gpecilic stuay.

20ginrce the demand

for evaluatic:n acrcss programs and
across school districts has intensified in receni years, ine

99
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Office of Zducazticr. has cponsor<d the devslopment ¢ critericn
referernced tests 1lzg to laticral Lzcezorent of Educsticral
Prozrass Tr.is prcgrem is belng carried cut by the Zducation
Corrnizsion of the Jtates under cortract to the U.S. Office of
Education. The testing in this preject w«as begun in 1¢£C and
repcrts are ncw available cn sciance, citizenship, rsading,
literature and social studies. ©<ocntact Dr. J. Stanley ~hran,
Director, 1c<C Lircoln Strest, Denver, Colorado 20203 for
furtrer information Trhe Office of Zducaticon is also suprcrting
the Jational fLncror Test Zroject zired et irproved ¢ross norm-
irg of similar aczhievemert tests which would enable trne educa-
tional reseacher toe compars a variety ¢f acnievement test
results. ITcor further inforration about tris project teing
conductsd oy Zducatlonzal Testing Service, Princeton, ..ew Jersey,
contact project ronlitor Charles Hawprer, Sursau of zZdéucational
Statistics, Office of Education, Washirztcen, D. C. INo dzate is
currentiy set for ccrpletion of tihe prcisct and no publicaticns
are available at this time. Alternatively, several exploratory
research or vrogran evaluation projects nave designza and )
adninistered spscizal verfcrmance tests. such as for tne eguality~”
of educaticn study (Coleman Study) and several longitudinal
studies currently being conducisc¢. In each case, runds rany
times over those committed to this TEMNFPC study were needad.

2lca nia State Dzrartresnt <f Education. Evaluation

ts of California Sznocls. Anaual Réport 1ccr-£€8,

ivart ! ort on
. a SN Lo L R4
Tz, LInzicn:  (U.S5. Lepartient © a1 ana -
Weliere, Office of Zducaticn; U.S. Government Printing Cffice,
)

Studer.ts of educational research may want to review this
study for the sccio-scononmil inforiation «<hich s swrmarized Tor
progran participants and for the discussion of teacher assessment
of the disadvantazed child ané the relation of achievement to

this assessment.

. A . I . -
25Gordon. X. T Gordon, B.: and Frela, R.j; Zvaluation o
. e R ITIA he  TEmMTE - - bt )
Title I 28%4 Joniensatory Ziducaticn, March 1671, TITXFSS, aeneral
v r g . - 3 ' -
ELGCLLILC 1V, SEIOLLSTON, Ue vy, P o=r.

C
261bid, p. 5.
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308’”4 otr.er evaliuation ctu USCxE have i1ncluded tre
administration ¢f zpecizal acthizwvzy tz, noteably the 19€5
Coler n Study {Zouzlity of Zduczil prorsuaity)., and the
1672 study of the effceztiveress cof Corpensaicry zducatlion. zach
was funded at over a millicn dcllars.

IThe folleowing definitions relp clarify necessary lechni-
cal terms:
Grade s:iore,., Grade Zguivaleat ¢r GE - Scores reflecting
the gzrade placcmert of pupils for whon
the given score is the avarage of norm.

Percentile score - A scors or rank indizatirg wthe per-
centege o puprilz .. the standerdization
group at tns given grade vnlacerment raving
scores less trarn the glven score.

Raw score - The rumbter ¢f correct answers

:x~
m

Standerd T-score - .
the individ.
normall; 5
of 50 and st

3eraticnal saviscry Counc
taged Children: Annual Favore tc
19(;-_iucatzn? tas Ligalvanisgsiq

ingtcn, L,0.3 Dhinw rub. 0. (L) (ea-
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ard Yosher, Zdity Xz ZSZA-The Offics of

ers 2 Law, Syracuse, new [orL: Syracule
1.cz.

, Stephen, et al, Federal Aid to Public
nefits? Syracuse, .l.Z.: Syracuse Un.versity
e U7

Vel ~§7¢-

epartment of Education, EZvaluvation of Z3ZA

f Califcrnia Scnecls, Sacrarento, Celliforniat

Carinent <o--0, 5o -3CG 11-68  1¢e8.
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